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ABSTRACT 
The focus of this research project is the frontier town of New Philadelphia, Illinois 
(11PK455), the first town legally platted and planned in advance by African Americans in the 
United States. New Philadelphia was established in 1836 by Frank and Lucy McWorter, who had 
freed themselves from enslavement in Kentucky. The town was conceived as one open to 
whoever wished to purchase lots and live there, which ended up including both free African-
American and European-American citizens. The town grew until shortly after the Civil War, 
when the bypass of the town by the railroad and other economic factors likely led to its decline. 
The land reverted to largely agricultural use in the 20th century. The National Science 
Foundation-funded New Philadelphia Archaeology Program began in 2004, hoping to uncover 
material and structural remains of the frontier town, as well as make the story of its inhabitants 
more known to the public. 
This analysis specifically focuses on the home and farm site of Louisa McWorter, located 
on Block 13 of New Philadelphia. Louisa was the daughter-in-law of the town’s founders, having 
married one of their sons, Squire, in 1843. She was widowed 12 years later, left to continue the 
farm, raise children, and care for extended family members as the head of her own household. 
Several years of excavation on this household site yielded over 20,000 artifacts and the remains 
of the foundation of the house.  
Using a framework of feminist, consumer choice, and race theories, the analysis of these 
artifacts tests the hypothesis that Louisa succeeded at maintaining her household and reveals 
additional information about the social structure of the rural community in relation to gendered 
and racialized interactions. As compared to other known-occupant households within New 
Philadelphia, Louisa’s material assemblage was largely similar to those of two of her European-
iii 
 
American, male, head-of-household neighbors. This resemblance differs from the results of 
similar comparative studies done in urban areas, where a noticeable difference in material 
assemblage patterning was seen along racial divides. Other African-American sites throughout 
the country (discussed in Chapter 3) also show trends comparable to either the McWorter site or 
the above-mentioned urban domestic sites. 
The similarity in assemblages suggests that differing social structures and pressures were 
affecting consumer choices in rural New Philadelphia’s population than were affecting those in 
large cities. However, these similarities should not be mistaken as grounds for an assumption that 
Louisa would have experienced the community, the local economy, and social pressures in the 
same way as her white male neighbors. There would have been influences of sexism and racism 
affecting her life and her choices. Due to intersections between consumer choices and social 
pressures, those influences may be reflected in the one main difference between the assemblages: 
a larger percentage of utilitarian stoneware ceramic artifacts from Louisa’s home site. 
The larger percentage of stoneware in the overall ceramic assemblage suggests a larger 
than typical amount of home industry was being performed at the house; containers for salting or 
otherwise storing various foods and more cooking and preparatory dishes. This disparity in 
utilitarian and storage kitchenware may be one of the ways Louisa navigated a potentially racist 
and sexist economy, and suggests alternative ways of supporting herself and her family through 
home industry.  
 Combined, these results show that Louisa McWorter, a free African-American woman on 
the frontier in the 19th century, was able to not just survive but support a large family and 
succeed in agriculture and landownership, similar to the stereotypical white male of the period. 
In addition, she was involved in a rural community social system different from that of her urban 
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counterparts. Economic and social stressors affected Louisa and her farming neighbors more 
equally than they affected people in urban areas. However, Louisa and her family would still 
have dealt with the inherent racism and sexism of the time period. The fact that she lived in a 
rural frontier area where most people, regardless of race or gender, were living in relatively equal 
manners does not equate with complete social harmony and acceptance. This idea points to a 
larger sense of reality in the 19th century and supports the notion that the life experience of 
demographically similar but geographically different groups cannot be assumed to be equal.  
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CHAPTER 1: 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Gendered and racialized roles are often misrepresented or go unrepresented in the telling 
of American history. History tends to record events that favor those in power, and during the 19th 
century in the United States (U.S.), those in power tended to be of a high socio-economic class, 
European American (or white), and male. Those not included within this group, such as women, 
children, African Americans, or those of a lower socio-economic class are often overlooked or 
infrequently mentioned in historical narratives (Divine et al. 2013; Nash et al. 2004). Their life 
experiences are not often discussed in detail in written histories, due to a lack of contemporary or 
primary sources that specifically mention the events in the lives of perceived minorities in 
society, or due to a lack of interest in those groups from the recorders of history. Attempting to 
answer questions about the daily lives of the people within these marginalized groups 
necessitates the use of historical archaeology, accessing both historical documents and the 
material remnants of their lives. 
This dissertation project aims to fill one part of this void within historical data by 
focusing on aspects of gender, race, and material consumption in American society during the 
19th century. This research examines the intersections of these three social dynamics via an 
analysis of several 19th century rural homesteads in Illinois. Gender, the socially constructed 
manner in which women and men are viewed and by which they do or do not adhere to norms 
and practices in a society (Wilkie and Hayes 2006), and race, a label based upon real or 
perceived physical or biological differences imposed on a group by an outside force 
(Higginbotham 1992: 254-255; Leone et al. 2005: 580; Omi & Winant 1994: 55; Orser 2007: 8; 
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Palmer 2011: 139), are two aspects of identity that are occasionally discoverable through 
analyses of material culture items and the comparison of one material assemblage to another.  
In determining the presence or absence of comparable patterns within material 
assemblages, it is possible to make broader statements about the gendered or racialized roles and 
lived experiences of those who used the materials. Patterns in material assemblages from 
different households can suggest similarities in methods of acquisition, material purchasing 
choices, household uses, and methods of discard. These similarities between households can 
indicate common ideologies in things like social and material trends, ideologies about what 
goods are fashionable and/or necessary for a home, and norms of object use in certain segments 
of the population. It is normally expected to see similar material patterns from demographically 
similar households, theorizing that their commonalities in things like socioeconomic status, race, 
ethnicity, gender, religion, or geographic region would cause them to purchase, use, and discard 
material items in analogous manners. The absence of such patterns, then, may suggest a 
difference between the compared sites in one of these areas of identity. 
This research explores the construction and effects of gender and racial roles in rural 
areas and illuminates their differences from those stereotyped roles that were idealized in urban 
areas and throughout society as a whole. These idealized but often inaccurate roles include 
domestic isolation for women, women never working outside the home, and physical, 
geographic, or social segregation between African and European Americans. The stereotypical 
historical narrative of the period presents 19th century women as domestic, homebound wives 
and mothers who were expected to maintain the household and follow the lead of their husbands 
or fathers. The idealized female role was not commonly akin to the actual experiences of many 
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women, especially those who lived outside of the upper class, white, and urban environment 
(Bardaglio 1995; Crenshaw 1995; Delle and Levine 2010; White 1985). 
Racial roles were also stereotyped, with proper positions for individuals considered non-
white consisting of activities that were subservient, labor-intensive, or common in the lower 
class segments of society. It is often assumed that African Americans and European Americans 
lived segregated lives during the 19th century, both geographically and socially. These idealized 
and stereotyped assumptions are challenged in the course of this research project, with evidence 
showing that idealized roles, both for women and for racial minorities, were not always practiced 
in everyday life. This knowledge allows for a more nuanced and fuller picture of the past to 
emerge. An understanding of the often-hidden details of daily life for many minority groups 
helps to fill in some of holes in the current puzzle of history, allowing a more complete image to 
be viewed and studied. 
I. The Historical Component 
The site of New Philadelphia, Illinois provides an ideal location from which to base this 
study. A small farming community, the town consisted of 10-15 households, some families 
owning the land and others renting for a short period.  The households that can be identified 
throughout the history of the town represented a variety of gender and racial roles. The site is 
located in Pike County between the Mississippi and Illinois Rivers, within what was at one point 
the Military Bounty Lands (Figure 1.1). An agrarian community poised on the frontier during the 
19th century, it was the first in the country to be legally platted and planned in advance by 
African Americans. New Philadelphia was founded by freed slaves Frank and Lucy McWorter 
and was not spatially segregated along racial lines (Shackel et al. 2004, 2005, 2006; Fennell et al. 
2009; Agbe-Davies et al. 2011; Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013). 
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Figure 1.1. 1820 Map of Military Bounty Land in Western Illinois. Red dot shows approximate  
future location of New Philadelphia. (Melish and Harrison 1816) 
 
McWorter and his family were the first to settle in Hadley Township in Pike County, 
arriving in 1831 from Pulaski County, Kentucky. Frank had been born into slavery, but as an 
adult was allowed to hire out his own time performing labor for others while he maintained his 
own small farm and, in a period spanning the War of 1812, began a saltpeter mining and 
production operation. The money he made from these ventures was used to purchase the freedom 
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of his pregnant wife Lucy in 1817 for $800 (over $10,000 in today’s currency) and then his own 
two years later for the same amount (Shackel et al. 2004; Shackel 2011; Walker 1983). 
 Frank purchased a 160-acre tract of land within the Military Bounty Lands (Figure 1.1) in 
Illinois in 1830. After selling their Pulaski County farm and business, the McWorter family left 
Kentucky for Illinois. The McWorters were the only settlers in Hadley Township for two years. 
As a farmer, Frank began to acquire additional land adjacent to his property. Beginning in 1835 
and ending with money left in his will in 1854 (gained through farming, selling marketable 
goods, land sales, and raising livestock), Frank was able to raise the money to purchase 
remaining members of his family from slavery, freeing at least twelve in total (Walker 1983). 
 New Philadelphia was platted on 42 acres of land immediately south of the McWorter 
farmstead and across the main road that traversed the county. The town was platted with 144 
lots, each of which was 60 ft. by 120 ft. According to McWorter family oral history, the town 
concept was developed by Frank, who employed a land surveyor to plot the town and record the 
layout in the local courthouse, since Frank himself was illiterate (Shackel 2011; Walker 1983).  
 Based on information in census records and tax documents, New Philadelphia attracted a 
variety of people throughout its existence, with African Americans, European Americans, and 
recent European immigrants settling in the town and surrounding countryside. Although most of 
the town settlers were farmers, there were several tradespeople and merchants. These included a 
blacksmith, wheelwright, cabinetmaker, shoemaker, and individuals engaged in several other 
professions who lived in the community during its period of occupation. New Philadelphia was a 
predominantly agrarian community with a single main road along the north edge of town serving 
as a connection to other markets and to the rivers for trade (Shackel 2011; Shackel et al. 2004; 
Walker 1983). 
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The population of the town and surrounding rural community of New Philadelphia may 
have been as high as 100 during its peak in the mid-1800s, but by the 1880s the town began to 
experience population decline. The estimate of the town’s total population varies due to the 
grouping of Hadley Township residents in the census records. Since individuals and families 
living within the boundaries of New Philadelphia were not set apart or marked separately, it is 
difficult to tell who specifically lived within the 42-acre town. The most widely-supported 
explanation for the town’s demise centers on the bypassing of New Philadelphia by a new 
railroad that came through the area (Shackel et al. 2004; Walker 1983). In 1869, the Hannibal 
and Naples Railroad was built through Hadley Township, but it was routed several miles to the 
north of New Philadelphia through undeveloped prairie.  
The prevailing hypothesis about the bypass suggests racial motivations on the part of the 
railroad companies (Fennell 2010b). However, influential African-American families such as the 
McWorters may have abstained from lobbying for a New Philadelphia depot due to their 
antebellum roles in aiding escaping slaves (Fennell 2010b). Though it did not survive into the 
modern era, New Philadelphia was a successful frontier town for its time, especially given its 
racially integrated nature and proximity to a slave state. (Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al.2013) 
II. The Archaeological Component 
Primary excavations for this dissertation project occurred during the summer of 2011. 
The focus of these excavations was the site of the house that once belonged to Louisa Clark 
McWorter, daughter-in-law to Frank and Lucy, the town’s founders. Louisa Clark was born into 
slavery in 1824 in Spencer County, Kentucky, but was manumitted at the age of 12 months along 
with her mother, Kezia (Spencer County, Kentucky 1825). Louisa married Squire McWorter in 
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Pike County in 1843. By 1853, Squire, Louisa, and their children lived within the town limits of 
New Philadelphia on Block 13, Lot 4 (United States Bureau of the Census 1850).  
Upon the death of her husband in 1855, Louisa became the head of the household and the 
owner of eight town lots in addition to other parcels of farm land throughout Hadley Township. 
This placed her in the relatively rare position of being an African-American female landowner, 
homeowner of what was likely the largest house in town (based on tax assessments of Block 13, 
Lot 4), head of household, and possible manager of the family farm. In the 1857 Tax Collector’s 
Book for Pike County, the improvement (house) on Lot 4 is not mentioned as it was in previous 
years, which may indicate that the home was destroyed or demolished at some time during that 
year. (Pike County 1857) 
Through evidence discovered during archaeological investigations in the summer of 2011 
it is hypothesized this first home on Block 13, Lot 4 burned down, as evidenced by a pronounced 
ash, charcoal, and burned artifact layer near the bottom of the excavated cellar feature. In 1860, 
Louisa McWorter and her household (including her children, mother, and two of her brothers and 
their families) were listed as residents in Quincy, Illinois. Though no longer living within New 
Philadelphia, she and her family continued to farm their land surrounding the town. This move 
may provide further evidence of a destructive event at the McWorter home sometime between 
1855 and 1857 (United States Bureau of the Census 1860). 
The 1867 Hadley Township Tax Assessor’s Book lists an improvement on Block 13 for 
approximately the same value as the previous house. If this indicates a new home built on the 
property, it would have been built between 1865 and 1867. By the 1870 federal census, Louisa 
and her household (two of her adult children, her brother, her mother Kezia, and a foster son) had 
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returned to New Philadelphia, presumably into the restored house on Block 13 (United States 
Bureau of the Census 1870a, 1870b). 
Louisa Clark McWorter was listed as the head of her household on the state and federal 
census records from the time of her husband’s death in 1855 until her own death on February 18, 
1883. At the time of her death, Louisa McWorter owned approximately 120 acres of farmland 
outside of New Philadelphia and roughly six blocks within the town boundaries. After her death, 
her daughter Lucy J. McKinney purchased Block 13 (including the house) from the estate. The 
property remained within the McWorter family through the turn of the century when it was 
purchased by another local family who rented out the property (Pike County, Illinois n.d.). The 
house caught fire and was destroyed in 1937 and was never rebuilt (Barry Adage 1937). After 
excavations of the cellar feature, it is now presumed that the second house did not burn 
completely to the ground, given a lack of evidence of burning near the surface of the deposit. It is 
possible that the house caught fire but was extinguished, and then summarily collapsed or was 
torn down.  
In addition to evidence of at least one fire event at the home, several seasons of 
excavations at the Block 13 property revealed the extent of the cellar space in plan view, some of 
the remaining foundation wall, and thousands of artifacts likely owned and used by the 
McWorter family. The large cellar space (which spanned the entire footprint of the house) 
supports the notion, initially evidenced by Property Tax Rolls, that Louisa McWorter’s home on 
Block 13 Lot 4 was likely one of the largest in New Philadelphia.  
Most of the artifacts found within the house’s cellar feature date to the period of 
occupation by Louisa McWorter and her family, and seem to show patterns similar to those of 
material assemblages excavated from other home sites within the town (Shackel et al. 2004, 
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2005, 2006; Fennell et al. 2009; Agbe-Davies et al. 2011; Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013). This 
may suggest that the town’s residents were living within a similar socio-economic bracket, and 
may have had similar worldviews, at least in terms of those that may be evidenced by material 
assemblages.  
III. Research Questions and Answers 
The research questions for this project center around the assumption that material remains 
provide an accurate representation of the habits, lifestyle, and choices of the individuals who 
used them. The artifacts left behind by the inhabitants of New Philadelphia do indeed reveal 
comparable patterns of material use in households both within and outside of the town. The 
material assemblages of several households within the town, initially hypothesized to 
demonstrate differences in the racial or gendered makeup of the household, instead revealed 
parallel trends overall, regardless of the race or gender of their occupants. The similarity in these 
multiple assemblages raises the question of why these households, while showing many 
demographic differences, would have analogous collections of material remains.  
The overarching thesis of this project serves to answer that question by positing that any 
major differences in these contemporary rural households were likely not caused by race or 
gender, but by economic status and location within or outside of major urban areas. This 
conclusion, in turn, suggests that the lived experiences of gender and racial differences in rural 
areas differed from those in urban areas in the 19th century. It is possible that gender and race 
differences did not seem as important in rural societies as in urban ones, and because of that idea, 
differences between these groups might not have resulted in the divisions evident in many urban 
societies. Rural communities may have valued other personal qualities, perhaps things like 
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economic status or work ethic, over one’s gender or race when determining their integration into 
local society. 
IV. Project Goals and Significance 
This dissertation project fills in many gaps in current historical archaeological studies in 
the United States, spatially, temporally, and topically. Few historical free African-American or 
racially integrated communities located on the Midwestern or Western frontier have been the 
subject of research, and few project results have been published in easily or publicly accessible 
resources. Many that have been studied from these geographic regions date to the early 20th 
century; very few co-existed with New Philadelphia in the mid- to late-19th century (see Chapter 
3).  
This study also addresses social differences between urban and rural areas during the 19th 
century. Social experiences differed significantly depending on one’s environment. Living in a 
massive city or a small rural town affected many aspects of life. Comparisons between racialized 
groups largely separated by their race and economic class have been performed, but heretofore 
they remained predominantly focused on urban areas (Mullins 1999a, 1999b; Wall 1999).  
This dissertation suggests that differences of gender, race, and economic class were 
experienced differently in urban areas than they were within rural settings. In urban areas, people 
tended to live in neighborhoods segregated by race, ethnicity, or religion, which led to a 
somewhat insular social environment contained within a larger and more diverse population. In 
rural areas, these types of segregated neighborhoods were rare, as most farmsteads were several 
miles from one another. In small rural towns, there may have been physical segregation into 
neighborhoods as in larger cities, or such separation may have been absent, as was the case at 
New Philadelphia. These distinct social environments allowed for varying processes of gender 
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role development and racialization, which led to a different community social experience 
between urban and rural inhabitants.  
The relative similarity of the material assemblages excavated from various households at 
New Philadelphia support the assertion that rural and urban social environments differed, and 
contributes to a broader discussion of the processes of race and gender in multiple environments 
across the country. Individuals in the past were not necessarily adhering to stereotypical versions 
of their prescribed societal roles based on race or gender, nor were they encountering the same 
experiences in dealing with these roles. 
These conclusions help to fill in gaps in history relating to the variety of experiences of 
free African Americans before the end of the Civil War, pointing out that the African-American 
experience in the United States was varied and unique to the individual, not a monolithic 
experience shared by all. The findings in this project also speak to the varying experiences of 
women in the past, especially those of lower economic classes and those who were not ‘white.’ 
Not all women in the past were able or willing to embody the idealized feminine domestic role, 
and instead worked in and outside the home, many owning property and their own businesses as 
well (Chapter 3).  
At the broadest level, this study and New Philadelphia as a whole help to illuminate the 
experiences of those individuals whose stories are not often heard, and point out that the 
experiences of people in the past were not as stereotypical and invariable as we have previously 
been led to believe. One of the primary goals of this study is show that there were many 
individuals throughout the past who did not adhere to the stereotypical roles idealized by their 
contemporaries or projected onto the past due to our own biases.  
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V. Chapter Summaries 
Chapter 2 discusses the theoretical framework for this dissertation project. The first 
portion of the chapter defines feminist theory as the main theoretical basis for this analysis. This 
section also describes the particular application of this theory to investigate the lives and 
experiences of groups often ignored by many historical and archaeological studies. The term 
‘gender’ is defined in greater detail to make clear its use throughout the remainder of this 
dissertation. The next section defines the terms ‘race’ and ‘racialization’ and outlines why the 
use of these terms and their underlying theories is critical to understand the story of New 
Philadelphia. The final section addresses the material component of this study, defining material 
consumption and consumer choice theory. 
Chapter 3 outlines the broad historical backdrop in which the site of New Philadelphia 
existed. It begins with a presentation of several other free or racially integrated communities 
throughout the Midwestern region that were contemporaneous with New Philadelphia. Next the 
chapter briefly summarizes the history of Illinois from its early settlement through the 19th 
century. The chapter concludes with a discussion of 19th century gender stereotypes through the 
lens of two other free African-American sites that, like New Philadelphia, serve as prime 
examples of the dangers in assuming that stereotyped and idealized roles were pervasive in lived 
experiences. 
Chapter 4 narrows the historical focus to a history of the town of New Philadelphia and 
its founding family. Beginning with the McWorter family, specifically Frank and Lucy, this 
chapter details their journey through enslavement, freedom, and land ownership in Illinois. The 
next section discusses the founding, development, and decline of New Philadelphia and some of 
its citizens. The chapter concludes with an in-depth look at the life of Louisa McWorter through 
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the available historic documents. Louisa’s story takes a central role in this dissertation, as she 
provides the primary example of a woman not living within the stereotypical role for her race or 
gender. 
Chapter 5 summarizes the excavations undertaken for this dissertation project, as well as 
describing other comparative sites within New Philadelphia. The first section of the chapter tells 
the history of the New Philadelphia Archaeology Project. Excavation and artifact analysis 
methods are presented, followed by a short summary of previous excavation seasons, including 
pedestrian and geophysical surveys and general excavations. I next provide detailed descriptions 
of each excavated unit and feature from the 2011 field season, the primary excavations 
conducted for this dissertation, led by the author. The chapter concludes with descriptions of 
several other sites within New Philadelphia used for comparative purposes in this study.  
Chapter 6 presents an analysis and interpretation of the archaeological data and material 
remains recovered from the excavations. The analysis, identification, and cataloguing of the 
majority of the artifacts discussed was led by the author. This chapter provides a detailed 
interpretation of the archaeological features excavated during the 2011 field season, as well as 
the artifacts recovered from those features. Also included is information gained from faunal and 
floral analyses of excavated materials. The chapter ends with a comparison of other households 
within and outside of New Philadelphia, focusing on patterns of material use and discard, and 
discussing the meaning of similar artifact patterning.  
Chapter 7 offers concluding and summative observations of this dissertation project, as 
well as a discussion of further research questions and the future of the New Philadelphia town 
site. All images, figures, and tables throughout this dissertation were taken or created by the 
author unless otherwise noted. 
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CHAPTER 2:  
 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS FOR EXAMINING THE INTERSECTIONS OF  
 
GENDER, RACE, AND MATERIAL CULTURE 
 
 
 The 19th century town of New Philadelphia, Illinois provides an excellent location to 
examine the potential effects of gender and race of household members on the material culture 
they purchase, use, re-use, and discard. Historical research, based on state and federal census 
records and county property tax rolls, provides a reasonable amount of certainty on who lived on 
several of the town lots and for how long. This detailed information is not known for every lot in 
town, however, because many people rented lots and others owned lots but never lived on them. 
This historical information, coupled with archaeological excavations, provides an ideal base to 
test theories of material culture use by various individuals and families in a rural environment. 
 This analysis operates within a theoretical framework that allows for the use of many 
archaeological theories applied as tools to help study the past with a different viewpoint.  
Feminist theory, racialization theory, and consumer choice theory are employed and layered 
together to address the main research questions in this dissertation. These theories are used 
simultaneously to investigate the intersecting dynamics of race, gender, and material 
consumption and the effects that a rural versus urban locale may have on consumption patterns. 
Each theory addresses a portion of the main question of why people acquired and used certain 
materials and whether or not factors of their identity or their relative geographic location affected 
these choices.  
Feminist theory posits that the stories and experiences of those who are not often 
discussed in historical narratives, such as women, racial minorities, and those in lower socio-
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economic classes, can help to fill in gaps and provide greater detail for historical narratives. 
Feminist theories point out that these minority perspectives are just as important as those of the 
wealthy white males from whose perspective history is typically told. A history which includes 
the perspective of only one group, often the ‘victor’ or the one holding all the power and 
influence, is an incomplete story. Including the perspectives and stories of minority groups adds 
layers to the base created by the previous histories, effectively widening the scope of our 
knowledge and getting closer to a more complete image of the complex and multi-faceted 
historical reality. 
It should be noted that a study of gender, using feminist theory, does not equate to a study 
of just women or even just men but should be one that analyzes and critiques previously held 
assumptions about what being a perceived or identified member of either of those groups really 
entails. The primary gender grouping discussed and critiqued in this study is that of the 
stereotypical female in the 19th century, one that is usually described as having been submissive, 
dependent, and only involved in domestic, home-based activities. The role of this stereotypical 
female is in contrast to the stereotypical male role during this period, one that is dominant, in 
control, and involved in extra-domestic or public activities. This analysis does not claim that 
other gender roles were not in existence at New Philadelphia, nor does it seek to minimize the 
male role, but focuses on the dismantling of the often-assumed and stereotyped historical roles of 
women during the 19th century. 
 Racialization theory frames the idea of race and racial identity as one that is constantly 
changing and in flux, not a monolithic entity that was and is defined and experienced similarly 
over space and time. Racialization theory also discusses the processes of creating race as a social 
construct and as an aspect of personal identity. These theories allow for a model of race, not as 
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one, static, biologically defined label, but as ideas, definitions, and associations that are 
undergoing a constant process of modification and variation, even within one individual’s 
lifetime. 
Consumer choice theory frames the acquisition of material goods as actions that were 
undertaken for a variety of reasons often unique to the individual or group making the purchases. 
These types of goods were not acquired exclusively to follow expected patterns of consumption 
set by larger society or to fulfill basic material needs. The minute differences within each of 
these choices can potentially speak to elements of an individual’s or group’s identity and a larger 
meaning that may have been placed on those acquired goods.  
The following discussion provides an overview and brief summary of the various 
theoretical frameworks used in this study. Specific facets of these theories will be applied and 
examined further throughout this dissertation. 
I. Feminist Theory 
Feminist theory is a powerful interpretative framework for the study of gender in 
historical archaeology and is formulated to critique and correct androcentric constructions of 
history and to create a less biased evaluation of past cultural dynamics (Conkey and Spector 
1984; Meskell 2001; Nelson 2006; Spencer-Wood 1996; Voss 2000). It is vital to address the 
issue of gender and to correct previously constructed histories because of static gender 
stereotypes. Employing feminist theory to address subjects of gender enables us to challenge 
previously assumed “facts” about social relations in the past and more closely examine the 
possible diversity and flexibility in those relationships.  
 Feminist historical archaeology views women in the past as agents, rather than as 
stereotypical “victims” or as passive participants in supposedly male-dominated cultures 
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(Brumfiel 2006; Meskell 2001; Nelson 2006; Spencer-Wood 2006; Wilkie 2000; Wilkie and 
Shorter 2001). A feminist historical archaeology focuses on the diversity and complexity in the 
operation of gender systems of the past, noting that men, women, and children all have gender 
and are all equally important in the construction of those gender systems (Spencer-Wood 1996). 
This analytical approach attempts to advance understanding beyond previously held accounts of 
dualistic and segregated gender relations, such as assertions that male roles were always public 
and female roles were predominantly in private spaces. Moving beyond this restrictive dualism 
allows for broader interpretations of gender roles and household/family structures. Household 
tasks are typically assumed to have been divided along gender lines, as were material 
acquisitions and uses, assigning domestic objects such as sewing or cooking items to female 
users and extra-domestic items such as farm implements or tools to male users. 
Feminist theory has its roots in the women’s/feminist socio-political movement in the 
United States in the 1960’s and 1970’s (Nelson 2006), and has continued to grow in popularity 
and use since then. It became popular within archaeology in the 1980’s for looking at a range of 
issues such as race and class, not just that of gender. Until the advent of feminist theory and its 
use in historical archaeology, there was a pervasive sexist bias that the experiences and choices 
of men in the past were inherently more important than those of women (Spector 1991). Placing 
greater emphasis on only the male experience gave only half the story, causing an incomplete 
historical narrative to be thought of as the actual and whole truth. Due to this bias, feminist 
research places a great emphasis on analyzing gender power dynamics as well as noting that 
gender and biological sex (which were previously considered the same) can be, and usually are, 
vastly different concepts. 
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Feminist studies in history and archaeology call for multivocal histories (Battle-Baptiste 
2011; Wilkie and Hayes 2006).  These feminist studies do not necessarily suggest that previous 
research was wrong, but posit that it is incomplete due to the lack of a female perspective in 
many instances. Though a feminist historical archaeology lacks a formal and a distinctive 
method and does not have a distinctive subject (Wylie 2006), it can provide a different picture of 
the past because it demands that everyone be aware of and admit to their own inherent biases and 
socio-political standpoints while conducting their research (Nelson 2006). It is also important to 
note that all feminist research is concerned with gender, but not all gender research applies 
feminist concepts, theories, or methods (Spencer-Wood 2006). These feminist perspectives have 
developed in successive “waves” of analytic frameworks and related contentions concerning the 
appropriate scope of research designs (Meskell 2001; Nelson 2006; Spencer-Wood 2006).  
The first wave of feminism was typified by the idea of finding or adding women as 
subjects in history and archaeology as well as the academic disciplines themselves. This wave of 
thought primarily associated women with the domestic sphere and did not deviate much from the 
modern Western conceptions about gender roles. These ideas also critiqued the sexist stereotypes 
of the biologically determined universal dominance of men (Meskell 2001; Nelson 2006; 
Spencer-Wood 2006).  
The second wave of feminist theory (as it relates to archaeology) focused on the 
explanation and analysis of how patriarchy maintained gender inequalities throughout the past. 
This second wave posited that previous scholarship had essentialized and trivialized deviations 
from gender norms by focusing on only actions that fit into the dichotomy between the domestic 
female and the public male and not addressing instances that did not fit that mold (Meskell 2001; 
Nelson 2006; Spencer-Wood 2006). It also attempted a critical identification of gender biases in 
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disciplinary practice and interpretations and tried to render women “visible” in the newly 
presented more complete interpretations of history (Wilkie and Hayes 2006).  
The third wave of feminism set as its goal correcting the second wave’s construction of 
gender in a heteronormative dichotomy, instead presenting gender identities as diverse and fluid 
performances that could be understood through deconstruction. This perspective also put forward 
the idea that gender is only a part of identity, along with other components such as race, 
ethnicity, religion, sexuality, and class. The third wave asserts that the previous waves of 
feminism had a Western, white, upper-middle-class bias in their theoretical bases, as notions of 
gender were taken to be normative and universal. These third wave arguments have also been 
used as tools for engaging in discourses about race and gender inequalities and in facilitating 
public and descendant interactions in formulating research designs (Battle-Baptiste 2011; 
Franklin 2001a; Meskell 2001; Nelson 2006; Spencer-Wood 2006). 
 Feminist theory has brought many new and important ideas into the field of historical 
archaeology. In addition to being largely responsible for founding the study of gender in the 
field, it allows for a more comprehensive and inclusive view of all peoples in history. Feminist 
theory advocates the study of women and other groups of people who do not fall into the 
typically focused upon white, male, upper-middle class, Western mold (Battle-Baptiste 2011; 
Brumfiel 2006; Spencer-Wood 2006; Nelson 2006; Meskell 2001; Wilkie 2000; Wilkie and 
Shorter 2001). Using feminist theory as a tool to interpret findings from New Philadelphia allows 
new stories to be told, which build on the foundation of previous research and add more details 
and nuance to the complex history of the town and its community.  
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A. The Role of Gender in Feminist Theory 
Gender is the socially constructed manner in which women and men are viewed and by 
which they do or do not adhere to norms and practices in a society. It is the product of social 
relations and is defined by comparisons between groups with differing identities. Due to its 
socially constructed nature, gender relations are manifest in all aspects of a community’s 
materiality, which is itself socially constructed (Wilkie and Hayes 2006). The items that people 
choose to buy and use will be influenced by their own perceptions of proper actions within their 
society, as well as their own personal preferences. If aspects of a person’s identity affect what 
items they use on a daily basis, it can then be inferred that archaeological material remains will 
speak to social constructions, such as gender, in the past (Cannon 1991). It is also important to 
remember that concepts of gender, along with other ideas of identity and social norms, are not 
fixed but instead are fluid and continue to change over time (Gilchrist 1999).  
Gender, as an aspect of personal identity, can be found in the material archaeological 
record and throughout history. Though not focused on widely in archaeology until very recently, 
the study of gender can greatly expand the picture of the lives of past peoples. Gender as an 
aspect of human identity and as a theoretical concept can be studied using several scales, from 
households, communities, and cities to larger social landscapes. This concept, since its 
widespread acceptance as a field of archaeological study, has been approached from many 
theoretical perspectives, including: feminism, Marxism, critical theory, practice theory, critical 
race theory, performance theory, and queer theory (Wilkie and Hayes 2006).  
There are several cautions to keep in mind when researching gender issues in 
archaeology. First, gender cannot be considered as primary in terms of power relations, nor can 
any other single identifier. It can be focused on as a major factor in identity construction, but it 
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should be acknowledged that gender is not the only aspect of identity that will determine social 
interactions. Second, one cannot assume in advance that gender will or will not be a major or 
influential category of analysis for a specific site, though it can be surmised that it played a role 
in the lives of the site’s occupants. Finally, gender cannot be separated fully from other concepts 
of identity, such as race or socio-economic class, and studied on its own (Meskell 2001; Voss 
2006; Wylie 2006).  
Gender in archaeology was not considered a valid subject for study until the mid-1980s, 
after the publication of Conkey and Spector’s 1984 article “Archaeology and the Study of 
Gender.” Until that point very few studies on gender had been published, but since then, gender 
has become widely accepted as a major factor in the construction of identity and as a legitimate 
field of study in archaeology, especially in historical archaeology. Gender influences may be 
easier to ascertain in the historic period due to the presence of historical documents as well as the 
potential availability of more material culture in a better state of preservation than those objects 
found at prehistoric sites. The generally higher number of sources for a historic archaeological 
site can provide more information on its occupants, which can thus provide a better insight into 
their ideas of identity and issues such as gender (Spencer-Wood 1991b). 
B. Application of Feminist Theory to New Philadelphia 
Feminist theory encourages research questions that critique and cast doubt on historic 
gender roles and systems as problematic and stereotypical, rather than assuming that they were 
universal. In using feminist theory to question the stereotypical ideals of gender in the 19th 
century, a more accurate past can be revealed; one that gives finer details about the daily lives of 
women and that creates a more complete image of the studied historical period. Those idealized 
roles for women were not and are not accurate portrayals of all women’s experiences in the past; 
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they can obscure some of the actual stories and roles lived by these people throughout history if 
they are accepted as the norm for all women.  
Gender is addressed in this study as an aspect of personal identity along with factors such 
as race, age, socio-economic status, and ethnicity. It is difficult to tease out just one aspect of 
identity from others when doing historical and archaeological studies, so these varying aspects 
cannot be left out of the overall picture, even when attempting to narrow focus to one in 
particular. These demographic aspects of individuals can cause differences in life experiences 
and need to be explored as possible explanations for differences or similarities that may be 
revealed archaeologically. 
 Gender is also used in this analysis as a way to situate the reader in the typical life 
experience for a woman during the 19th century, especially an African-American woman. Those 
who study the past must be aware of the tendency to project either current experiences or 
assumptions about events in the past back onto the historical lives of others. Acknowledging 
gender as a major contributor to someone’s identity and as a factor that would have changed their 
life experiences allows for more accurate accounts of the past. African-American women in the 
19th century contended with discrimination on two fronts, because of both their gender and their 
race (Bardaglio 1995: 67; White 1985: 23). While excluded from full citizenship because of their 
perceived race, these women also were denied other rights and privileges due to their seemingly 
inferior gender (Crenshaw 1995; Delle and Levine 2010: 121). 
Free African-American women of this period provide an excellent example in support of 
the notion that stereotypical domestic-public divisions of labor were not always the norm during 
the 19th century. In fact, these stereotypical or socially idealized roles often were not strictly 
adhered to, given the economic reality that only one (ostensibly male) income was insufficient to 
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support an entire family in most socio-economic classes. Those in or near the upper socio-
economic classes were almost exclusively the families who could support and maintain a 
household on only one income, usually that of the male head-of-household. Given the ties 
between economic class, race, and gender, it is likely that many women in the middle and lower 
socioeconomic classes, often those of minority racial or ethnic identities, worked outside the 
home or took up production tasks to augment family income (Davis 1981: 5; Nelson 1997: 111; 
Spencer-Wood 1999: 176; Teague and Davidson 2011: 87). 
For these women, the domestic-public division may not have been observable in their 
lives at all. Though dominant society attempted to frame it as such, it was nearly impossible to 
completely separate the two ‘spheres’, especially in rural areas that maintained an agrarian way 
of life (Jackson 1989: 115; Stine 1992: 106). The public and private domains were integrated, 
and acknowledging this lack of rigid separation of the two spheres of influence allows for a more 
in-depth discussion of the definition of gender, gender roles, socio-economic class, and even race 
(Rotman 2006: 667). The real experiences of life often did not allow for this strict division and 
necessitated that all members of a household do whatever work they were physically capable of 
doing in order to maintain and support each other. This blurring of lines in appropriate work 
roles may have also led to the blurring of lines of ‘appropriate’ or socially idealized gender roles 
as well (Rotman 2006).  
New Philadelphia provides an excellent case study site for the application of these 
theoretical topics, especially given its rural and racially integrated nature. It is also known, due to 
historical document research, that there were many female landowners in the area and that some 
of those women also were running their own households without a partner. The application of 
24 
 
feminist theories and the bringing forward of the topic of gender allows for a more complete 
picture of the town to emerge.  
The focus should not be solely on racial differences or similarities when discussing New 
Philadelphia, but must include gender as a major factor in creating identities and shaping the 
experience of the town’s residents. Women throughout the area were not adhering to the socially 
idealized roles laid out for them as solely a domestic player, with little to no interaction with the 
public world. The historical research, detailed in Chapters 3 and 4, and archaeological 
excavations discussed in Chapter 5 and 6 lay out evidence for a pattern of interaction with both 
spheres. These results suggest that a strict division of public and private may not have existed 
within New Philadelphia. That idea, in turn, supports the notion that gender may not have been 
as large a segregating factor in the town as it was in other areas of the country. 
II. Race and Racialization  
 Race is a label imposed on a group by an outside force, grouping individuals based upon 
real or perceived physical or biological differences (Higginbotham 1992: 254-255; Leone et al. 
2005: 580; Omi & Winant 1994: 55; Orser 2007: 8; Palmer 2011: 139). This label of race has 
been used to rationalize physical and social segregation, discrimination, and brutalization of 
various groups throughout history. An important factor of race is that the label is based on 
perceived differences and, though some of these differences are in fact real, the majority of those 
that have been used to rank individuals are fictions created by people outside the group. The 
biological factor most often used to segregate individuals is skin color and, though it is an actual 
and variable physical trait in humans, its associations with other biological or non-biological 
factors (such as intelligence) are not supported by actual scientific evidence. 
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 Though the label of race is typically one imposed on a group by outsiders, it can become 
a label adopted as part of self-identity. Racial identity is fluid; one’s identification with a certain 
group can vary throughout a single family or even throughout the lifetime of one individual 
(Singleton 2001: 207). This aspect of individual identity is not one that can be separated entirely 
from other aspects, such as gender, ethnicity, or socio-economic status. This holds true especially 
in the United States where socio-economic standing was, and still is, tightly intertwined with 
race (Epperson 2001; Ferguson 1992; Matthews 2001; Orser 2001; Shackel and Larsen 2000; 
Singleton 2001; Wilkie 2001). 
 This dissertation project narrows the focus and definition of race to that in the historical 
United States. This typically denotes a focus on three main categories: European American or 
white, African American or black, and Native American, which varies from being its own 
category to being grouped in with African Americans as ‘non-white.’ The ethnic groups and 
nationalities that were considered to be white or black varied often, with skin pigmentation often 
not having anything to do with a group’s classification. The main racial divide discussed in this 
study is that between European Americans (white) and African Americans (black), which was a 
primary set of categories deployed in racial ideology in the Midwest in the 19th century. This is 
not in an attempt to overlook other aspects of race throughout the world or the United States, but 
narrows the scope of the analysis to a more manageable size and to a relevant data set.  
Throughout the history of the United States, race has been used as a way of separating the 
population into ranked groups. These groups were used to determine access to various freedoms, 
including citizenship, purchasing power, rights of speech, and even recognition as an actual 
human entity. In the U.S., race is directly associated with and related to issues of control and 
power, though the process of creating and changing these relationships varies depending on 
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location within the country and time period in history (Epperson 2001; Ferguson 1992; Matthews 
2001; Orser 2001; Shackel and Larsen 2000; Singleton 2001; Wilkie 2001). 
 Racialization is the process of creating race and defining its varying meanings, especially 
in terms of power relations. It is a process that consists of assigning individuals to these 
essentialized groups based on physical appearance that typically allows them to be perceived as 
biologically inferior or socially unequal (Orser 2004: 5). Racialization, like racial identity, is 
ongoing and fluid and can create a racially defined relationship where one did not previously 
exist. The process of racialization, or the creation of a racial identity, typically occurs when 
individual physical characteristics are invested with meaning so that they appear representative 
of social and cultural inclinations (Matthews 2001: 71). This process, even when imposed upon a 
group by outsiders, can affect the sense of self and individual identity as internalized or 
performed by group members.  
 The process of racialization, when used to control and hold power over others, leads to 
racist actions and practices. These practices create various inequalities along racial boundaries in 
categories such as material access and movement up the socio-economic ladder. Moreover, the 
groups being racialized are typically put in the lowest socio-economic group, one of poverty and 
incredible inequality with the rest of society. Some aspects of this process can vary based on 
geographic location or the cultural background of an area, however. Racialization is fluid not just 
among individuals and across time, but across spatial boundaries as well. 
 Race and the process of racialization tend to overshadow or subsume other elements of 
identity. Gender and socio-economic class are especially linked with race (Higginbotham 1992: 
254; Omi and Winant 1994: 68), but are occasionally lost in historical studies due to the primacy 
given to race in social and cultural situations in the United States. In this analysis, race is 
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considered alongside gender and socioeconomic class, especially in how all three aspects of 
identity intersect with and potentially affect material consumption patterns. All three of these 
identity factors can affect social actions and individual identity, both of which play heavily into 
consumer choices of material goods and the public presentation of self.  
 A. Rural vs. Urban Racialization  
 Racialization, as discussed above, was and is a fluid process that changes based on many 
factors (Forret 2006). The main factor of change in racialization focused upon in this analysis is 
that of geographic location, specifically addressing differences between rural or urban 
environments. These differing geographic locations created divergent social and cultural 
environments that affected this process of racialization and that, in turn, shaped each type of 
community. 
 Constructions of race found within urban areas and held as societal norms in larger 
culture were encountered differently by people living on frontiers. Rural people would likely 
have regularly encountered racial differences in a more personalized manner, in light of the 
smaller population density outside of urban centers (Schultz 2005:7). These encounters meant 
that many rural people participated socially in an interracial culture (Schultz 2005:7), which 
would have created a relative dependence on and knowledge of one’s neighbors. These 
relationships created, in some rural areas, a different set of racial ideas and relations. The closer 
relationships with one’s neighbors in many rural areas provided the major social difference from 
urban areas. In larger cities, more physical and social segregation provided some anonymity and 
potential protection, but the lack of personal encounters likely allowed for more overt racism 
(Schultz 2005).  
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 Racial integration in rural areas during the 19th century was more common than many 
realize, especially in the South and on the Western frontiers (Joseph 2000:110). Many free 
African Americans owned property and, in doing so, occupied a tense place within a racialized 
social structure (Nieves 2008). These landowners personified the tension between race 
consciousness and the strong impulse many may have felt to integrate themselves into the larger 
American cultural system (Reid 2012: 5). Though these families had attained legal freedom, they 
had not attained social or cultural equality and still experienced racism (Shackel and Larsen 
2000; Singleton 2001). Land ownership did not necessarily translate directly into a higher 
standard of living for African Americans, even those who owned farms. However, thinking about 
these farmers as rebels against the ingrained socio-cultural racism of the period helps to recast 
them as active agents in their own lives, not just passive recipients of experiences largely caused 
by larger (and mostly white) society (Reid 2012: 6). 
 Segregation, a system of social control based on racial classifications, was developed in 
large urban centers in order to maintain white supremacy. This type of structure, created for large 
urban areas, did not translate well into many rural areas. Rural areas had differing economies, 
geographies, and cultural traditions that allowed for divergent patterns of race relations to 
emerge during the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Over the years, these varied social patterns 
and traditions constructed a shared rural culture that allowed, in some areas, for less segregation 
throughout rural communities (Schultz 2005). 
 In many urban areas, racism and segregation were overt, not only geographically 
speaking, but in terms of social ranking as well. African Americans and others in the ‘non-white’ 
category living in urban areas in the 19th century were most likely among the poorest in the area, 
and lived in housing inferior to that of poor whites (Curry 1981: 49). Housing for free African 
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Americans also tended to have a minimum in creature comforts, and was very often crowded. 
This crowding additionally led to higher death rates in poor African-American urban 
communities than those for poor whites, or for African Americans living in rural areas (Curry 
1981: 137). 
 African-American property owners in general, and perhaps rural farmers especially, 
occupied a contested space within 19th century American society. Attaining freedom and 
purchasing property allowed these individuals to better integrate themselves with the ideals of 
society, but their racial classification at the same time kept them from fully attaining such a 
status. Land ownership, though a contributing factor to self-identity and social status, did not 
necessarily translate to a higher standard of living for African-American farmers (Reid 2012: 8). 
These individuals redefined their social and political identities by organizing and acting as 
farmers, a role not often framed as one for African Americans (Reid 2012). 
 Differences in racialization between rural and urban areas can be seen through the 
archaeological record. The material culture used and discarded by these individuals can speak to 
their experiences in the market economy, access to which may have been limited due to racial 
discrimination in both urban and rural areas. If an assemblage that shows the same type of 
material culture pattern is found in both an African-American household and an European-
American household, this may signify that the two families may have been experiencing the 
economic and social structures and restrictions of an area in similar ways, including processes of 
racialization. If, however, the assemblages differ, this can signify that factors such as racism or 
sexism may have been affecting the acquisition, use, and discard choices being made in the 
household. 
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B. Application of Race and Racialization Theories to New Philadelphia 
 The theories of race and racialization outlined above can be used to frame social 
processes that took place at New Philadelphia. As a racially integrated town on the Western 
frontier, New Philadelphia’s inhabitants were undergoing and participating in a constant process 
of racialization. This process is one that is not often studied in a rural environment, though it was 
one quite distinct from racialization in urban environments. The shifting process of racialization 
led to varying representations and meanings of race in New Philadelphia, which was situated on 
the frontier in Illinois during most of its existence (Chapter 4). 
 Imposed racial identities could often subsume other factors of personal identity, such as 
gender or socio-economic class. While all of these factors are social constructions, they held 
important meanings for those within and outside these groups. At New Philadelphia, as in other 
areas during the 19th century, race signified an important cultural identity that linked African 
Americans together, and often functioned as an identity that resisted the boundaries set by the 
dominant (white) culture (Higginbotham 1992: 267).   
Actions of resistance against the dominant social structures played out at New 
Philadelphia in acts such as property ownership, legal freedom, and active participation in the 
local economy. These actions, as discussed above, successful in New Philadelphia’s rural setting, 
may have been more difficult or met with more resistance if performed in an urban setting due to 
physical and social segregation. The fact that these individuals were able to successfully subvert, 
by chance or by choice, the expected norms for their racial and gender classifications speaks to 
the fluidity of racial and gendered expectations, roles, and identities in the past. In fact, just 
through surviving and thriving as free African Americans, these families were in a sense 
participating in a form of unconscious resistance. A group surviving and succeeding outside of 
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stereotypical and racialized roles serves as a model for why those very stereotypes were 
inaccurate and cannot be held as truths by modern researchers studying the past. 
One of the ways that this fluid process and the resulting change in racial boundaries can 
be seen is through material consumption. Racism structured much of the class struggle around 
material consumption in the United States (Mullins 1999b: 35), and it was a struggle that many 
African Americans knew well. Through their participation in an open market economy and 
consuming myriad material goods African Americans were dismantling the racist boundaries 
around consumerism and civil privilege (Mullins 1999a: 189). The analyses of Louisa 
McWorter’s home site and other households within New Philadelphia (Chapters 5 and 6), and 
the other African-American sites presented in Chapter 3, discuss the material consumption 
patterns of several households and how these patterns can contribute to the larger discussion of 
race, racialization, gender, and participation in the consumer market economy of the 19th century.  
III. Material Consumption and Consumer Choice Theory 
In studying the archaeological material assemblages of past individuals and households 
over an extended time, a general pattern of material acquisition and discard can be ascertained. 
The choices that people make when purchasing goods can provide information about their 
sociocultural identities (Beaudry, Cook, and Mrozowski 1991; Burke 1999; Douglas and 
Isherwood 1979; Little 2007; Mullins 1999a; Wilkie 2000; Wilkie and Hayes 2006: 149; Wobst 
2000; Yentsch and Beaudry 2001). People may make their choices based on cultural cues, social 
norms and constraints, religious beliefs, personal preferences, and/or peer and societal pressures.  
Consumer choice refers to the selective decisions people make in acquiring food, 
clothing, utilitarian, decorative, or other items from the greater market economy due to factors 
such as geographical location, material availability, and personal demographics such as race, 
32 
 
gender, or religion (Spencer-Wood 1987). Although arguments could be made for the existence 
of consumer choices about a variety of goods in early pre-market societies, the term is most often 
applied to groups that have some form of market economy. In a mass-market economic setting, 
large-scale production and manufacturing operations often decreased the number of consumer 
choices offered, while making those selected choices available to a broader public (Shackel 
1998:16). This leads to a setting in which similar products are distributed throughout an area 
(locally, regionally, or nationally), leading to a reduction in regional variability of material 
culture and a more homogenous array of consumer choices.  
 Through a national market economy, more consumers also have access to products that 
may not have previously been available in a local or regional exchange network. As items from 
other regions in the country or those made internationally are introduced into local markets, 
general product variety and diversity in quality and price of the items presented for purchase 
increase. These increased differences within a somewhat limited variety of choices allow for a 
more focused study of consumer choices, bringing to light specific differences in the stylistic 
selections made by individuals (Baugher and Venables 1987; Spencer-Wood 1987 and 1991a; 
Spencer-Wood and Heberling 1987). 
 These types of choices can be seen through the analysis of material culture, especially 
those items that were purchased, used, and then discarded (Beaudry, Cook, and Mrozowski 
1991; Burke 1999; Cressey et al. 1982:158; Douglas and Isherwood 1979; Mullins 1999a; Wilkie 
2000; Wobst 2000; Yentsch and Beaudry 2001). Uses and meanings of material objects are 
culturally relative and influenced by societal norms and personal preferences, so different 
cultures, groups, communities, and individuals will create differing material culture assemblages 
that relate to their sense of identity (Beaudry, Cook, and Mrozowski 1991; Burke 1999; Douglas 
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and Isherwood 1979; Leone, LaRoche, and Babiarz 2005: 583; Leslie and Reimer 1999: 409; 
Sørensen 2006; Wobst 2000; Yentsch and Beaudry 2001). 
Specific types of artifacts such as ceramics, faunal remains, and so-called “conspicuous” 
objects that were likely purchased for display often tend to be the focus in studies of consumer 
choices and identity formation (Miller 1988; Wall 1999; Yentsch 1991). It is thought that these 
types of goods are selectively acquired and discarded in direct correlation with the changing 
income and identity of a household (Beaudry, Cook, and Mrozowski 1991; Burke 1999; 
Csikszentmihalyi and Rochberg-Halton 1981; Douglas and Isherwood 1979; Heath 2004; 
Thomas and Thomas 2004; Tilley 1989; Wiessner 1989; Wobst 2000; Yentsch and Beaudry 
2001). People do buy certain items for a reason, whether they are or are not consciously doing 
so, due to aspects of their identity, making this choice not only about affordability (Little 2007). 
Some of these purchases are possibly made in order to present a different self-image, one of a 
potentially higher social class or even one of a different ethnic background. 
 People of the upper and middle classes likely sought certain similar goods because of 
social pressures and fashion, which is made up of subtle components, some psychological and 
some economic, both tied to the imperial context of the colonial era and later into the quite 
marked class differences of the industrial era (Baugher and Venables 1987). It has also been 
suggested that people of the lower and middle class would be doing their best to emulate the 
styles and fashions of those above them, in an effort to better their own position in society, in a 
sort of “diffusion” of elite culture. To the contrary, it has also been suggested that individuals 
may have deliberately purchased items that were out of fashion in order to express their 
discontent with the mainstream culture (Shackel 1998: 16).   
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Additionally, certain ceramic items such as tea/coffee cups and saucers are considered 
items that indicate status rather closely, as they are not considered necessary vessels. These items 
are more likely to have been used in a tea ceremony for status display (Spencer-Wood and 
Heberling 1987). It is hypothesized that rural families may not have placed as great an emphasis 
on such status items, especially if they were operating at or near the level of subsistence farming, 
since they may not have had money to spare for items that likely would not be for daily use. This 
choice in material consumption may have led to mixed sets, or non-matching sets, of dishware to 
be quite prevalent in a rural/frontier area. All these factors are ones that need to be considered 
when attempting to ascribe meaning to the material consumption choices made by individuals in 
the past, though they may not be immediately obvious factors in decision-making. 
Though the previously-mentioned types of artifacts are most often studied, it is important 
to analyze the material assemblage as a whole to develop a complete picture of a household or 
individual. Some types of artifacts may hold more information about socio-economic status or 
diet patterns than others, but each object contributes to a better analysis of all aspects of a 
family’s social identities and economic conditions. By focusing only on one or two types of 
material objects, less obvious but just as vital elements of social identity and consumer choices 
could be missed. Such analysis of material goods at an historic archaeological site can also 
provide information that may not be directly accessible via historic documents. 
A. Application of Consumer Choice Theory to New Philadelphia 
 New Philadelphia provides a suitable testing ground for theories of consumer choice and 
material culture, as several of its inhabitants have been identified and linked to particular home 
sites within the town. Theories of consumer choice, especially those that fall along lines of 
personal identity such as gender, race, or ethnicity, can therefore be tested at locations linked to 
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known residents (Little 2007: 52; Leslie and Reimer 1999: 409; Shackel 2010). Potential patterns 
found within material remains at these sites can provide clues to the actions and choices of those 
who used these materials that may not have been visible in the historic documentary evidence 
(Allison 1999).  
 The analysis of these material culture patterns found within home sites at New 
Philadelphia can not only provide more information about the town’s inhabitants but also help to 
situate it within a broader historical context (Yentsch and Beaudry 2001). Analysis of artifacts 
within the town site provides clues to how the inhabitants were living and if they were 
conforming to societal ideals of material acquisition and domestic patterning during the era 
(Shackel 2010). If differing material culture patterns based on the demographic differences of the 
households are found, it can provide detailed information about the lived experiences of 
households of different races and genders. If differing patterns between the households are not 
found, that too can provide valuable information about the social patterning of the town. The 
application of consumer choice theories to these sites will show if ideals and theories like those 
discussed above dealing with differential acquisition and discard of materials hold true at New 
Philadelphia. 
 One additional study has analyzed issues related to consumer choices of material goods, 
specifically how they may indicate middle-class status and participation in the larger market 
economy (Valvano 2015). The dissertation was attempting to locate the material expressions of 
the emergent middle class on the American prairie during the 19th century, using New 
Philadelphia as a case study. Through an analysis of foodways, material goods, and historical 
documentary records, he concluded that the emerging middle class, as evidenced by the 
population of New Philadelphia, was: dependent on US political structure for protection of their 
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private property rights; dependent on commercial markets to express its their position within the 
national labor hierarchy; and was comprised of mobile family groups whose systemic 
contribution was to supply productive services and to consume commercial products (Valvano 
2015: 165).  
 The geographic location of a site, in this case the rural location of New Philadelphia, 
must be taken into consideration when discussing issues of material acquisition (Cressey et al. 
1982: 146; Leslie and Reimer 1999: 410; Orser 2004: 245). This must be done not only in 
regards to potential availability issues, but also due to the differing social environments of small 
rural towns as compared to those of larger urban centers, as discussed earlier in this chapter. 
These social and cultural differences may also have had an effect on individuals’ choices in their 
material purchases, highlighting the fact that these types of choices were rarely based solely on 
availability or affordability of items (Leslie and Reimer 1999: 413; Little 2007: 120). 
 The consumer economy had become inextricably tied into the social and political identity 
of the United States starting in the 18th century. Not only had mass consumption of material 
goods become an essential part of the national identity, it had also become a factor in individual 
identities as well (Campbell 1987; Carson 1994; Friedman 1994; Martin 1993, 2008; McCraken 
1990; McKendrick, Brewer, and Plumb 1982; Miller 1987). The shift to mass consumption 
affected factors of racial and ethnic identity, gender, and socio-economic class. The 
archaeological excavation data, discussed in Chapters 5 and 6, bear out this assertion, providing 
evidence of the intersections and overlap between race, gender, and material consumption. 
IV. Layering Theoretical Frameworks 
The multiple-theory approach presented here allows for a more complete analysis of 
information about a typically underrepresented group at one location. Female-headed households 
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are not commonly analyzed and African American female-headed households are discussed even 
less frequently. The combination of feminist theory, racialization theory, and consumer choice 
theory provides a solid theoretical base for further interpretations of the archaeological, material, 
and documentary evidence focusing on the household of Louisa McWorter at New Philadelphia.  
These concepts permit a broader consideration of material objects, illuminating a more 
complete picture of Louisa McWorter as not only an African American woman but as the head of 
a household, a property owner, and an active and contributing member of her community. The 
overlap of these concepts is significant, but their use in concert may enhance a previously 
overlooked area of investigation, supporting the interpretation of archaeological and 
documentary evidence from a single site and providing a greater amount of detail within that 
analysis. Using all of these theories together to examine Louisa McWorter’s property and 
material assemblage will not only provide a new aspect of the story of New Philadelphia by 
bringing gender to the fore along with race, it will allow for the addition of previously 
unresearched details to be added to the overarching story of the town. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
CHALLENGES CONFRONTING FREE AFRICAN AMERICANS IN THE 19TH CENTURY 
 
 Residents of the United States saw a great many changes within the country during the 
19th century. They witnessed the movement and ‘closing’ of the frontier, several wars, large-
scale cultural changes such as waves of immigrants, and a reshaping of the American landscape. 
They also experienced the rise of the anti-slavery movement that in part led to the American 
Civil War. That, in turn, resulted in emancipation and relative legal equality for African 
Americans. This promised equality, however, did not result in immediate social or economic 
benefits for African Americans throughout the country.  
Many states imposed restrictive Black Codes; laws created with the explicit intent of 
restricting the freedoms of African Americans, or kept those that existed prior to the Civil War 
with only slight modifications. Other states created new, more restrictive sets of laws eventually 
referred to as Jim Crow Laws. The main point of these laws was to enact racial segregation in all 
public places, which began the ‘separate but equal’ ideology that became pervasive throughout 
much of the United States through the mid-20th century.  
In Illinois, the general assembly passed the Black Laws in 1819 and enforced them until 
after the end of the Civil War. This collection of laws governed and restricted the freedoms of 
slaves, indentured servants, and free African Americans. The Illinois Black Laws specified that 
slaves could not be brought to the state for the purpose of manumission, and if free African 
Americans came into the state, they were required to file their certificates of freedom at the 
county courthouse. State statutes prohibited indentured servants, slaves, or free African 
Americans from testifying in court or bringing suit against citizens, and any person found guilty 
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of harboring runaway slaves faced either a fine or lashes (Biles 2005:50; Nelson 1978). These 
Black Laws differed little from similar laws in southern states, which is not surprising given the 
general pro-slavery attitude of many government officials in Illinois during the 19th century. This 
led to a state which was offering de jure freedom for African Americans, but not in the de facto 
lived experience of most living in Illinois. 
Not all African Americans were held within the legally and socially mandated confines of 
slavery or toiled in a working-poor or sharecropper lifestyle after emancipation. A stereotypical 
and widely taught historical notion conveyed that all African Americans were held in slavery 
until the end of the Civil War, freed by Abraham Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation, and then 
moved into a legal status only slightly better than enslavement. This stereotypical timeline does 
apply to the lives of some, but does not accurately describe the lives of all African Americans 
during that period of history. Throughout the United States, there are many examples of 
individuals who defied this stereotype before, during, and after the Civil War and the end of 
slavery. Frank and Lucy McWorter and their family, the founders of New Philadelphia, Illinois, 
and other free African Americans did not adhere to the socially and culturally prescribed roles 
they were expected to perform. They were not alone in their experiences of emancipation, 
employment, and control of their own lives. 
This chapter begins with a discussion of several other free or integrated communities in 
the Midwest and then provides a brief review of the history of early Illinois, including the main 
historical events in Illinois during the 19th century. The chapter then moves into a discussion of 
19th century free African-American sites throughout the country and some of the gender 
stereotypes that were disproven by actions taken at those sites, specifically at Crawford Park in 
Alabama and at the ‘House of the Black Burghardts’ in Massachusetts. The chapter ends with a 
40 
 
synopsis and brief introduction of New Philadelphia, Illinois as another 19th century free 
African-American site that helps to disprove many of the stereotypes about race and gender that 
abounded during that period. 
I. Free or Integrated Communities in the Midwestern Region 
 
Figure 3.1. Map showing locations of all communities and sites discussed in this chapter. (Google Maps 2015) 
 
Though often thought of as a refuge from racism and an area where free African 
Americans could live in safety and equality, the Midwestern United States was not very different 
from the southern states where many of the region’s inhabitants originated. Racism was inherent 
and integral to the region’s history and development into states, and was not something imposed 
upon the area by outsiders later in the 19th century (Schwalm 2009: 29). Despite this, slavery 
itself was illegal in most parts of the Midwest. The ‘frontier’ aspect of this region of the country 
during the 19th century was a draw for many, European and African Americans alike. The 
Midwestern states are dotted with historical free African-American or racially integrated towns, 
some of which have since become de-populated and some of which are still in existence today. 
41 
 
LaRoche (2004) analyzed several free African-American town sites along the Ohio River 
in Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio, using primarily documentary and oral history sources. These sites 
were discussed and compared as towns that concealed some type of Underground Railroad 
activities. Rocky Fork, Illinois (established in the 1820s), Miller Grove, Illinois (established in 
the 1840s), Lick Creek, Indiana (established in the 1820s), and Poke Patch, Ohio (established in 
the 1820s), were all small African-American or integrated agricultural communities or 
collections of homesteads with oral or historical evidence as “stations” on the Underground 
Railroad.  
Deborah Rotman (1998) performed a similar study of several free African-American or 
racially integrated town sites in the Midwest. Greenville, Cabin Creek, and Snow Hill were all 
small communities established in Randolph County, Indiana before 1850. These three 
communities were racially integrated, though slightly spatially segregated. However, through 
excavation and artifact analysis, it was discovered there was little to no difference along racial 
lines of the types of material goods purchased and used, though there was a noticeable difference 
between households of different socio-economic classes. Due, in no small part, to prevailing 
racial attitudes and prohibitive restrictions on African Americans during the period, some of the 
lower class households were African-American.  
Rotman found that the main dividing line in terms of acquisition and material 
consumption was not necessarily race but economic class (Rotman 1998). This is an important 
indicator that not all African Americans were necessarily restricted economically solely because 
of their race, but were potentially more inhibited in their purchasing power by their income and 
economic class or status. However, the role that race and racism played in keeping a majority of 
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African Americans in the lower economic classes cannot be overlooked in any type of economic 
or consumption research (Shackel and Larsen 2000; Singleton 2001).  
 Another project in the Midwest, undertaken by Timothy Baumann (2001), focused on 
discovering a sense of the African-American community in the town of Arrow Rock, Missouri. 
The focus was on excavating areas that were communal buildings rather than individual 
archaeological sites such as single-family households. As a part of the community archaeology 
project, many different types of sites were excavated. These included the Masonic lodge, the 
African Methodist Episcopal church, one of the schoolhouse sites, a restaurant/bar, several 
households, and a picnic field used for Emancipation Day celebrations (Baumann 2001).  
Arrow Rock was not listed as a separate town until the 1880 census, but the town had 
previously existed for many years (Baumann 2001). African Americans were also living in 
Arrow Rock for many years prior to 1880, but though they were living in an integrated 
community, they were spatially segregated to a certain section of the town. Many of the African 
Americans in the town were live-in servants (Baumann 2001). However, this relative isolation 
from the African-American community at large did not seem, based on historical and 
archaeological evidence, to deter Arrow Rock’s African-American population from having a 
specific sense of community identity, reflected in the presence of several African-American 
organizations and businesses (Baumann 2001).  
 There are apparent gaps in the study of free African-American communities when the 
focus is narrowed to a specific period (1830-1880) and geographical location (the Midwestern 
frontier). Archaeologists have undertaken fewer studies of free African-American or racially 
integrated communities within this framework compared to other geographic or temporal frames 
(including those sites discussed above). Historical archaeologists such as Mullins (1999a; 199b), 
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Orser (2001; 2007), Blakey (2004), Ferguson (1992), Franklin (1997), and Singleton (1999), 
have done a great deal of work on other maroon or free African-American or racially integrated 
communities in other locations (such as the Upper South, Northeast, and the Caribbean) and time 
periods (such as the early colonial period and the early 20th century). The multi-year project at 
New Philadelphia, of which this study is part, begins to fill this temporal and locational gap with 
its information on a type of site that is not yet well represented in archaeological and historical 
literature. 
 Some historically known and researched communities throughout the Midwest have 
previously been identified and studied by historians, but are awaiting archaeological 
investigations. Covert, Michigan was founded in 1855 by a community of Quakers and was 
integrated when the first African-American families arrived there in 1866 to live and farm land 
they had purchased sight-unseen. They were integrated into the town with little (if any) 
resistance and were reportedly seen by the area’s white inhabitants as full members and citizens 
of the community. Some African Americans served as governmental officials and all the children 
in the town attended the same school. The white officials tended to omit such information in 
official reports to the state, in effect hiding their “secret” from the larger government who would 
likely not approve of their integration. The town still exists and has remained integrated from 
1866 through the modern era (Cox 2006). 
 Brooklyn, Illinois, another free African-American town, was founded in the 1820s by a 
group of free and escaped African-American families from Missouri led by a woman named 
Priscilla Baltimore (Cha-Jua 2000). They crossed the Mississippi River into Illinois and created 
their “freedom village” just within the state border. The town plat was filed in 1837 by a group 
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of white businessmen and was fully incorporated in 1873, becoming the first incorporated 
African-American town in the United States.  
Though the town was incorporated by white businessmen, the African Americans living 
there were, and still are, the majority of the population of Brooklyn (Cha-Jua 2000). There has 
been some archaeology done at Brooklyn; an initial survey was performed in an attempt to 
ascertain if there are any archaeological traces from the founding period. Some viable 
archaeological remains were discovered, and the potential for further survey and excavation 
exists, though it has not yet been undertaken (Fennell 2010a; Galloy and Yancey 2009). 
 This section has served to point out that though New Philadelphia is unique in its specific 
circumstances; it is by no means alone in being a 19th century settlement of free African 
Americans. The case studies presented situate New Philadelphia in a period of upheaval and 
constant flux for all aspects of American society. Not only would the 19th century bring massive 
changes in transportation (steam engine), technology (electricity), agriculture (combine harvester 
and cast steel plow), and material goods (photography, the phonograph, sewing machine), it also 
brought, with the end of the Civil War, de jure freedom for enslaved Africans and African 
Americans in the United States. However, legal equality did not (and still does not) equate to 
societal, cultural, and economic equality, as will be discussed in the following section. 
II. Early Settlement of Illinois 
Most of the early European settlers of Illinois came from states in the southeastern 
portion of the country and they typically established communities by waterways that provided 
access to transportation, power sources, and food. The general settlement pattern of the region 
that would become Illinois went from south to north, with Chicago beginning as a canoe portage 
site, allowing passage from the Great Lakes to the Mississippi River system. The French were 
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the original colonial occupiers, constructing many forts, missions, and trading posts throughout 
the Midwest region. Illinois provided a central location in the French colonies for both trade and 
defense (Biles 2005; Davis 1998). 
After the French and Indian War in the mid-1700s, the land in North America previously 
claimed by the French fell under British control. Illinois lost its centrality under this new 
government, as the primary British colonies had already begun developing along the eastern 
coast of the continent. Illinois served instead as a sort of buffer zone from Native American 
groups on the Western plains, ostensibly providing protection for the existing colonies. This 
buffer zone became even more pronounced after the Black Hawk War in 1832, and the signing 
of treaties the following year ceding all native lands in Illinois, effectively removing Native 
American presence from the state so thoroughly that it became one of the only ‘western’ states 
without any Native American reservations (Biles 2005: 57-58; Davis 1998: 193-198). 
After American independence, the new government set out to place some sense of order 
to the western lands they were acquiring. The Land Ordinance of 1785 created townships six 
miles square and aligned to the cardinal directions. Each township contained 36 sections, each 
one mile square and containing 640 acres. As a result, roadways often developed along section 
lines and crossed each other at right angles (Davis 1998: 93–94). According to those who created 
it, this new, ordered grid system helped to tame the western frontier by making it regular, 
measurable, and standardized.  
Many of the early American settlements in Illinois developed around the established 
communities in the southern portion of the region. The European settlement of Illinois began at a 
relatively slow pace and access to familiar consumer goods was difficult. Material goods came to 
the western frontier from manufacturers in Pittsburgh, Cincinnati, and Louisville via the Ohio 
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River. The typical material culture of early settlers has been described as sparse; living in log 
cabins with rough tables and benches, wood or pewter eating utensils, few metal implements 
(usually weapons or tools), few imported clothes, and few glass windows or metal home 
hardware (Davis 1998: 13). 
III. Illinois in the 19th Century  
In 1800, France won the Spanish Louisiana territory and three years later sold it to the 
United States. This new acquisition allowed settlers on the American western frontier to have 
better access to New Orleans and the Gulf of Mexico via the Mississippi River. New frontiers 
opened in terms of trade and migration, with the mostly French trading town of St. Louis 
becoming a principal market for goods imported from the east coast. After 1800, the steamboat 
greatly reduced shipping prices from the Gulf and along upriver routes (Davis 1998: 118). Trade 
with Native Americans also played a significant role in the exchange of goods (Mazrim 2002: 
13).  
On February 3, 1809, Congress established the Territory of Illinois, which included 
modern day Illinois, Wisconsin, northern Minnesota, and the western Upper Peninsula of 
Michigan (see Figure 3.2). After the War of 1812, immigrants began a steady migration into the 
area. Many of the new residents were poorer European Americans from the southeastern and 
southwestern states.  
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Figure 3.2. Map of Illinois Territory, 1809-1818 (Sommers 1977). 
 
 
In 1817, Congress set aside 3.5 million acres known as the “Military Tract,” and allotted 
160 acre tracts to veterans in an area between the lower Illinois River and the Mississippi River 
(see Figure 1.1). Veterans also received back pay to help them move to the new region. The 
civilian public could also purchase tracts of land at $2.00 per acre with only a small down 
payment. The government reduced the minimum purchase to 80 acres in 1820, and again later to 
40 acres (Mazrim 2002: 25; Biles 2005: 40). 
The territory soon became a battleground between proslavery southerners and abolitionist 
northerners (Davis 1998:19; Nelson 1978). Six of the first seven Illinois governors came from 
slave states and they influenced the abolitionist issue. According to James Davis (1998: 20), no 
other state north of the Ohio River had as many slaves nor came as close as Illinois to providing 
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constitutional protection for slavery. Many of the new settlers from the south supported the 
existing institution of slavery (Davis 1998: 161).  
Political leaders reached a compromise in order to minimize the debate on slavery, a 
strategy influenced by the likelihood that Congress would reject a proslavery state constitution. 
While the majority of the early settlers came from the South, Illinois’ Constitution was based on 
articles used in the constitutions of New York, Ohio, and Kentucky. The new Constitution stated 
that enslaved persons owned by French citizens could be retained in bondage. Indentured 
servitude, whereby African Americans were contracted to work for decades, was acceptable 
under the state’s Constitution. The offspring of indentured servants had to serve until they 
became 21 years of age for males, and 18 years of age for females. Enslaved people could also 
be brought into the salines (salt mines in Southern Illinois) until 1825 (Davis 1998:165; Biles 
2005: 47).  
On April 14, 1818, Congress approved the petition for statehood and President James 
Monroe completed the first step toward statehood by signing the enabling act on April 18. 
President Monroe signed the resolution on December 3, making Illinois the twenty-first state 
(Biles 2005: 45-47). When Illinois became a state in 1818 it had about 40,000 residents, with 
over one third of them living in the southern portion of the state.  
Slavery proponents called for a constitutional convention to revise Illinois’ Constitution 
in order to allow slavery. From statehood through the early 1820s, Illinoisans faced an economic 
depression and many believed that they suffered because Missouri, having been admitted as a 
slave state in the 1820 Missouri Compromise, now gained a steady flow of southern immigrants. 
Illinois was technically a northern state, though a majority of its citizens originated in the upland 
south area of the United States, which included Kentucky and Tennessee (Biles 2005: 43). 
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However, by the early 1820s northerners began their steady influx into the new state, thereby 
beginning to sway the majority of public opinion against the idea of slavery.  
Many of the early settlers flocked to the American Bottom (Mississippi River floodplain 
area from Alton, Illinois to the Kaskaskia River), but periodic flooding meant that it was 
susceptible to outbreaks of malaria. This problem, many of the American Bottom settlers 
believed, could be solved by introducing slave labor to clear the land and build drainage canals. 
After a 10–year period, these enslaved laborers would be shipped down the Mississippi River 
and sent to Africa (Biles 2005; Davis 1998).  
Generally, the new Illinois residents who were typically poor, white, and from the South, 
felt threatened by the invasion of northerners and free African Americans who would compete 
for similar resources. On August 2, 1824, a referendum proposing the universal legalization of 
slavery was put to vote, but the proposal fell to defeat by a margin of approximately 1600 votes. 
Illinoisans created a society that hampered the introduction of slavery, but still contained an 
implicit white supremacy. Black Codes passed in 1819 and 1829 severely restricted the political, 
social, and economic rights of African Americans and discouraged their settlement in the state 
(Biles 2005: 85).  
Illinois began to establish its own township and section lines in 1810, in preparation for 
public land sales (Biles 2005: 39), which began in earnest during the 1830s, one of the most 
speculative eras in terms of land sales. The 1830s also saw a dramatic increase in immigrants to 
the state, an effect of improved transportation from the eastern states, improved farming 
technologies (especially John Deere’s plow for prairie sod and Cyrus Hall McCormick’s 
mechanical grain reaper), and decreasing instances of Native American conflicts. The 
Blackhawk Wars ended in 1833, causing the forfeiture of the last Native American lands in 
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Illinois. The era was characterized by wild speculation in the incorporation of towns that were 
platted from 1835 to 1837. Some town plans remained only on paper and others barely 
developed before they folded (Davis 1998: 236; Biles 2005: 60). 
The real estate boom ended abruptly with the Panic of 1837, and countless speculators 
lost fortunes, but the setback proved temporary as Chicago continued to grow at a rapid pace. 
This rapid growth was partially due to the completed Illinois and Michigan canal, which opened 
in 1848. The Illinois Central Railroad, linking Chicago with other major cities throughout Illinois 
and the Midwest, was also completed around this period, which improved transportation, linked 
farmers to broader markets, and encouraged development of previously unsettled areas (Biles 
2005; Cronon 1991).  
Springfield became the permanent capital of Illinois by vote in the general assembly in 
1837, and became the functional capital by 1839. By the dawn of the 1840s, Illinois had become 
less of a frontier state than it had been just two decades earlier. Thanks to innovations in 
technology and transportation, Illinois had an increasing population and many cities were 
becoming major transportation and business hubs for those moving toward the western plains. 
These developments in transportation meant residents now had easier access to a wider range of 
material goods, such as pottery (local and imported), printed cloth for clothing, iron tools, 
cookware, hardware, window glass, pre-packaged foods, and new medicines (Mazrim 2008: 20).  
Illinois had established itself as a state that officially excluded slavery, but there did not seem to 
be a great amount of social or political support for actual racial equality.  
IV. 19th Century Free African-American Sites and Gender Stereotypes 
 Communities of free African Americans in the 19th century were few in number and have 
been studied infrequently. They existed in multiple areas of the country, and not just in the 
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northern states. Most sites that have been studied consisted of urban houses or rural plantations 
in the post-emancipation period. New Philadelphia is one of only a few rural, non-plantation sites 
occupied by free African Americans in the 19th century. Though the specific circumstances of 
New Philadelphia are unique, it is not the only example of free African American men and 
women creating a home and community for themselves within a society that was often hostile to 
such attempts (Chapter 4).  
The historical role of women during the 19th century was that of the homemaker and 
caretaker in the domestic sphere. They were expected to spend their time raising children and 
conducting household tasks, and to defer to their husband or father for larger, non-domestic 
decisions or even occasionally for domestic decisions (Schlereth 1991:271-294). This idealized 
version of social interactions was often not how daily life was lived, especially in areas 
considered to be part of the frontier, or for anyone other than upper or middle class urban white 
women (Bardaglio 1995; Crenshaw 1995; Davis 1998: 183-184; Delle and Levine 2010; White 
1985: 23).  
The sites discussed below show evidence for women stepping outside of those 
stereotypical and idealized roles. These women performed extra-domestic and income-generating 
tasks and sometimes took on the role of the head of the household in the absence of a man, either 
by being widowed and not remarrying or by choosing not to marry. There was a trend of female 
land ownership at these sites and several others associated with free African Americans that also 
went against the typical pattern of white male ownership and inheritance.  
African-American women, while working outside and inside their homes, likely 
experienced discrimination based on both their gender and race. This double-discrimination 
would have made their lives more difficult in a number of ways, especially when they were 
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clearly not occupying the traditional roles idealized for them by society (Bardaglio 1995: 67; 
White 1985: 23). The individuals and groups discussed below were attempting to live their lives 
to the best of their abilities, and in some instances the necessities of living required stepping 
outside of stereotypical gender and family roles. 
A. Crawford Park - Mobile, Alabama 
 Marshall and Lucrecia Perryman were emancipated at the end of the Civil War and then 
purchased land in Mobile, Alabama in 1866 (portions of this land are still held by descendants of 
the Perrymans). Lucrecia served as a midwife until her retirement somewhere around 1910-1911, 
in order to support her family after the death of her husband in the early 1880s. She retired from 
midwifery in order to raise several of her grandchildren who were orphaned by the death of one 
of her daughters. Lucrecia died on February 4, 1917, after reportedly suffering from a year-long 
illness (Wilkie 2003; Wilkie and Shorter 2001). Lucrecia would likely have been an important 
figure in her community as a midwife. She was serving a vital function in being a midwife and is 
an example of women as important and active members of their families, households, and 
communities. Midwives not only served as important sources of health knowledge, but also 
served to reinforce the ideas and rights of motherhood among women, providing a certain 
amount of power over an aspect of women’s lives (Wilkie 2003).  
Two features on the old Perryman property were excavated, one small trash pit and one 
well. The trash pit seems to date to just before and immediately after Marshall’s death, sometime 
around 1885 based on average artifact dates. The assemblage from the trash pit was small, 
comprised only of 102 glass fragments (44 minimum vessels), mostly alcohol and medicinal 
bottles, and 150 ceramic sherds (9 minimum vessels), mostly undecorated whiteware dishes. 
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Wilkie suggests this small assemblage represents ‘patterns and priorities’ likely held during the 
Perryman’s married life (Wilkie 2003).   
The primary focus of the study is the well that was backfilled in one quick deposit around 
the time of Lucrecia’s retirement from midwifery. Within the well, a minimum of 68 bottles 
representing 10 local (and several national and international) companies were recovered, dating 
from the late 1890s through first decade of 20th century. Several bottles were from the Illinois 
Glass Company in Alton, Illinois; bottles from the same manufacturer have been found at New 
Philadelphia (Fennell et al. 2009). There were a wide variety of bottles, including those that held 
liquors, beer, wine, soda, cosmetics, medicines, specific local pharmacy medicines, infant food, 
and condiments, in addition to several food canning jars (Wilkie 2003; Wilkie and Shorter 2001).   
The majority of the ceramics from the well were undecorated ironstones and whitewares, 
though a few were blued or transferred.  The ceramic forms were mostly beverage storage, tea 
wares, and plates/soup plates from 10 different manufacturers, some from the United Sates but 
mostly from English manufacturers.  The Perryman family seemed to have had several matched 
sets of dinner and tea wares, which suggests they may have been attempting to conform to the 
middle class ideals of the time (Wilkie 2003).  The ceramics fall within a date range from the 
1890s to 1910, which supports Wilkie’s idea of one single episode of refuse disposal around 
1909-1910. This was around the time Lucrecia was retiring from her midwife work, though the 
assemblage likely includes items that had been in use for several years prior to the filling of the 
well (Wilkie 2003; Wilkie and Shorter 2001).  
Also found within the well were a relatively large number of food storage and preparation 
vessels of both glass and ceramic, faunal remains, portions of oil lamps, pipes, flowerpots, 
figurines, vases, dolls, a spittoon, a toy tea set, other children’s toys, portions of a harmonica, 
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pencils, clothing hardware, buttons, and a watch fob. Many of the artifacts found within the 
feature are known through oral and historic records to have been traditionally and habitually used 
by African-American midwives (specific patent medicines, oils and perfumes, Vaseline, etc.), 
which aligns with Lucrecia’s profession later in her life (Wilkie 2003: 126-139; Wilkie and 
Shorter 2001: 37-43).  Knapped glass scrapers were also discovered (made out of sherds from 
bottles) and were possibly used by Lucrecia for creating medicinal teas or other home remedies 
for her patients (Wilkie and Shorter 2001: 40; Wilkie 2003: 127).  
Lucrecia Perryman shares many similarities with Louisa McWorter in that she was a 
widow running her household, raising her children and grandchildren, and was performing duties 
and work outside the household in order to support her family economically. The time periods of 
the individual assemblages do not exactly match up to those at New Philadelphia, and the 
Perrymans lived in urban Mobile, Alabama while the McWorters lived in rural Illinois, but the 
two sites are strongly linked by the similarities in family structure and economic opportunities.  
Each woman was suddenly left fully in charge of her family after the death of her 
husband, and each rose to the challenge. It is likely that many women of a variety of ethnicities 
often found themselves in such a situation, but these two examples (and others discussed in this 
paper) are being used for this analysis because of the archaeological and historical research that 
has been previously performed on them. Both women lived layered lives, occupying more roles 
than wife, widow, and mother. Women in history fulfilled multiple roles such as community 
member, friend, advisor, and professional. Lucrecia Perryman and Louisa McWorter worked 
within and outside their homes to bring in extra money into their households before and after 
their husbands’ deaths. In doing this and continuing to run their households on their own after 
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becoming widows, they were able to maintain some measure of control over their own lives and 
those of their families.  
Lucrecia’s story is a good example of the reality of the lives of free African-American 
women. They often worked outside the home to obtain additional income. Women in lower 
socio-economic groups, whether African American or European American, often found 
themselves forced into going against what was considered the ideal role for women at the time, 
that of homemaker and caretaker, a role that placed women inside the domestic sphere and 
nowhere else.  
This ‘domestic only’ role was an impractical and unrealistic role for many women who 
were not in the richer classes of society. To support themselves and their families, working-class 
women labored outside the home or doing domestic tasks for others such as laundry, cooking, or 
medical care. For women like Lucrecia, this working reality became even more necessary after 
the loss of a husband’s income due to death, injury, or illness.  
B. House of the Black Burghardts – Great Barrington, Massachusetts 
 The “House of the Black Burghardts” is the name that W.E.B. Du Bois gave to his 
childhood home in Great Barrington, Massachusetts. Du Bois, born in 1868, was a member of 
the fifth generation of Burghardts (his maternal relatives) to live and work in the Berkshires. 
Several of his friends purchased the lot and house from a cousin of Du Bois’ and presented it to 
him as a gift for his sixtieth birthday in 1928. Though he intended to renovate and restore the 
home, he never got the chance and had to sell the land in 1954 (the house and barn were torn 
down in 1950). The site was placed on the Registry of National Historic Places in 1969 and is 
now owned by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts through the University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst (Muller 1994).  
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The Black Burghardts became free when Tom Burghardt, after being taken captive in 
Africa and sold to the white Burghardt family, served with his owner in the Revolutionary War 
for three years. He was manumitted and given a parcel of land adjoining the white Burghardt’s 
property for his service. Some members of the family stayed in employ of the white Burghardts 
for a few generations, while others farmed their plot of land, worked for local businesses, or in 
other homes as servants. Beginning in 1831, the main property was passed down through several 
generations of Burghardt women (Douyard 2014; Muller 1994). Archaeological investigations in 
the 1980s, led by Robert Paynter, revealed four major periods of use from 1820 to the present, 
indicative of the multi-generational inhabitation and use of the site.  
Extensive historic documentary research also revealed the family attended local 
integrated schools and worshipped at several local Protestant churches and the African Methodist 
Episcopal (AME) church through the generations. Their land transactions were recorded in the 
local register, and at least one of the women had her property probated upon her death, a rarity 
for a woman during the period, let alone an African-American woman. Most of the family 
members are buried in the African-American section of the Great Barrington Cemetery and some 
of the family’s births, marriages, baptisms, and deaths were recorded in local town and church 
records (Muller 1994).  
As inferred by documentary analysis, the family did not seem to have any restrictions on 
their movement throughout the surrounding community of Great Barrington; there were no 
explicit mentions of problems encountered because of the family’s race in either town or family 
documents (Muller 1994). However, there were some examples found of racial separation in the 
town, in addition to the separate burial areas within the cemetery. No African-American women 
were listed as business owners, and only a few African-American men owned businesses. No 
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African Americans held any political office throughout this period in Great Barrington, and they 
were excluded from some economic opportunities like working in the local mill or in other local 
industries (Muller 1994).  
The story of W.E.B. Du Bois’ family and the importance of the women in it reinforces 
not only family connections, but also the agency and presence women had in all aspects of their 
lives, not just in the traditional and stereotypical sphere of internal household decisions. This 
idea becomes more remarkable when centered on African-American women who likely 
encountered discrimination due to both their gender and racial identities. Despite these 
disadvantages, many African-American women were able to own property, and many were party 
to economic and social decisions in the household.  
V. New Philadelphia: An Integrated Community in 19th Century Illinois 
The town of New Philadelphia existed in this historical environment; interacting with and 
being affected by the changes occurring throughout not just the state but also the country. The 
previous description of events occurring contemporaneously to New Philadelphia (and those 
occurring before and after its prime) supports the idea that the town was indeed unique in many 
of its factors, also reminding the reader that the existence of a racially integrated town in Illinois, 
the Midwest, or the United States was not a completely singular event in history. With the 
historical setting described above, the following chapter delves further into the history of the 
town of New Philadelphia itself, as well as several of its residents.  
 
 
 
 
58 
 
CHAPTER 4:  
A HISTORY OF NEW PHILADELPHIA AND LOUISA CLARK MCWORTER 
 
 Illinois was changing at a rapid pace throughout the 19th century due to westward 
expansion, improving technologies, expanding transportation systems, and wars among and with 
Native American groups. The previous chapter outlined the general historical trends of Illinois 
and the Midwest as a whole. This chapter narrows our focus to Pike County in western Illinois, 
the town of New Philadelphia, and the McWorter family, especially the town’s founders Frank 
and Lucy, and their daughter-in-law Louisa. A presentation and discussion of the known 
historical information, both documentary and oral history accounts, provides an historical 
framework for the archaeological data discussed later in this volume.  Comparative analysis of 
data from multiple sources permits a more cohesive and complete view of the story of New 
Philadelphia and its inhabitants, especially Louisa Clark McWorter. 
 New Philadelphia was the first town planned in advance and legally platted by African 
Americans in the United States. The town was founded by Frank and Lucy McWorter in 1836 
and attracted European Americans and free African Americans. It existed as a racially integrated 
town before, during, and after the Civil War, with little evidence found to date suggesting any 
major incidents of racial violence in the town or its immediate vicinity. New Philadelphia grew 
at a slow but steady pace until a regional railroad line passed about a mile north of town. As a 
result, people gradually moved away, possibly in search of better markets and easier 
transportation of their goods. In 1885, the lots in the eastern portion of the town were taken off 
the tax rolls as town lots and converted to agricultural land; though a few families continued to 
live in the western area of the town well into the 20th century.  
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 Frank and Lucy McWorter brought some of their family to Illinois to settle on their 
purchased parcel of land in 1831, while the remaining members were still enslaved in Kentucky. 
Throughout their lives, Frank, Lucy, and their family farmed, sold town lots, and undertook 
multiple other endeavors to support themselves and to raise money to purchase the freedom of 
still-enslaved family members. Louisa Clark married the McWorters’ son Squire in 1843, but 
was left a widow twelve years into their marriage. Louisa never remarried, but continued to raise 
her children, care for her elderly mother, and oversee a productive farm, all while owning as 
many as 400 acres of land in New Philadelphia and throughout the surrounding area in Hadley 
Township. 
I. Pike County, Illinois 
 Pike County is located on the western border of Illinois, bounded by the Illinois and 
Mississippi Rivers (Figure 1.1). Pike was one of the counties included in the Military Bounty 
Lands, set aside by the federal government for veterans of the War of 1812 (Chapman and Co. 
1880: 246). Most settlers in this area were subsistence farmers, who were able to develop grassy 
plains as fertile agricultural land and utilize wooded areas as a source of timber for construction 
and fuel. Native Americans had been driven west from the area in the early 19th century, and the 
first non-native settlers in Hadley Township (within Pike County) were Frank and Lucy 
McWorter and three of their children in the spring of 1831. As landowners, they were alone in 
Hadley Township for another two years (Chapman and Co. 1880: 216-217).  
II. A Founding Family 
Frank McWorter was born into slavery in South Carolina around 1777. According to 
family oral tradition, he was the son of his Scots-Irish owner, George McWhorter. Frank’s 
mother Juda was a captive from West Africa. Around 1795, when Frank was approximately 
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eighteen, George McWhorter moved to Pulaski County, Kentucky and brought Frank along with 
him. George McWhorter purchased additional properties in Kentucky and Tennessee thereafter 
and left Frank behind to manage the farm in Pulaski County. In addition to running McWhorter’s 
farm, Frank was allowed to hire out his own time doing labor for others, maintain his own small 
farm, and begin a saltpeter mining and production operation in a period spanning the War of 
1812.  
 
Figure 4.1. Bust of Frank McWorter, sculpted by his descendant Shirley McWorter Moss. No known photos exist of 
Frank, so his likeness was extrapolated from photos of his children. (Photo credit: Sandra McWorter) 
 
 
Frank married Lucy in 1799. Lucy was also enslaved in Pulaski County, by William 
Denham. It is possible that she, like Frank, was the child of her owner, based on historic 
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descriptions of her light skin (Walker 1983: 42). McWorter family oral history indicates that 
Lucy ‘did her full share’ in assisting Frank with his multiple business transactions. The couple 
had four children while still enslaved: Juda, Sarah, Frank Jr., and Solomon.  
 
Figure 4.2. Lucy McWorter, date unknown. (Photo credit: Clark Family Descendants) 
 
 
George McWhorter died in 1815, without making any provisions in his will for Frank’s 
manumission. The money Frank made from his saltpeter mining business and hiring out his own 
labor was used to purchase the freedom of his wife Lucy in 1817 for $800. She was pregnant at 
the time with their son Squire, which is why the cost of her freedom was comparatively high for 
an enslaved woman. Frank’s purchase of the freedom of his pregnant wife ensured that their son 
would be born free and provided a possible boon for any business transactions. Lucy, as a free 
woman, could potentially conduct business on Frank’s behalf that he would be unable to 
participate in as an enslaved man. It is also likely she was able to take on additional jobs to assist 
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in raising the money for Frank’s freedom. Frank purchased his own freedom two years later, also 
for $800 (Walker 1983; Shackel et al. 2004; Shackel 2011). 
The 1820 Federal Census found Frank and Lucy still in Pulaski County, and was the first 
time Frank was listed as “Free Frank,” a name that would be used often on legal documents for 
the rest of his life. He continued to work his saltpeter mining operation as he and Lucy expanded 
their private farm. Frank and Lucy had three more children after they were free: Squire (who 
would eventually marry Louisa Clark), Commodore, and Lucy Ann (Matteson 1964: 1; Walker 
1983: 28-48). Frank traded his saltpeter mining operation for the freedom of his son Frank Jr. in 
1829.  
Frank and Lucy purchased a 160-acre tract of land in Pike County, Illinois located in the 
Military Bounty Lands, in 1830 from a Dr. Eliot. These lands were set aside as payment for the 
veterans of the War of 1812. After selling the Pulaski County farm, Frank and Lucy left 
Kentucky for Illinois in the fall with several hundred dollars and some of their children. Frank 
also had to carry a certificate of good character signed by seventeen Pulaski County citizens with 
him to Illinois, required by the state for all free African Americans wanting to move into the state 
(Walker 1983).  
Frank, Lucy, and their family arrived in Hadley Township in 1831, began farming, and 
after a few years began buying additional land adjacent to their property. By 1835, the family 
was involved in cash farming and throughout their time in Illinois, Frank and Lucy would 
acquire 500 additional acres of land. Through farming crops, selling marketable goods, buying 
and selling land, and raising livestock, the McWorters were able to raise the money to purchase 
remaining members of their family from slavery. They eventually freed at least twelve people in 
total, including children, grandchildren, and great-grandchildren (Walker 1983). Family oral 
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history traditions also suggest that the McWorters were participants in the Underground Railroad 
network, assisting enslaved individuals flee from Missouri and continue their journey northward. 
In 1837, Frank petitioned the Illinois legislature to change his name legally to Frank 
McWorter (a slight spelling change from the name of his former owner and likely father). This 
change would allow him to retain the rights to “sue and be sued, plead and be impleaded, 
purchase and convey both real and personal property in said last mentioned name” (Laws of the 
State of Illinois 1837: 175). This petition would also allow his children to take the last name of 
their father, McWorter. Several citizens of Kentucky and Illinois supported his petition, which 
was granted (General Assembly Records, Illinois State Archives Enrolled Laws 1837). In 
addition, he and Lucy were re-married to legalize their marriage, now that he was considered 
legally a person within the state of Illinois.  
Frank died at 77 years of age, in 1854. He provided in his will for the purchase of the 
family members who remained in slavery, acts carried out by his two sons Solomon and 
Commodore (Matteson 1964:10; Walker 1983). Lucy McWorter lived until 1870, serving as 
family matriarch until age 99.  
III. The Town of New Philadelphia 
New Philadelphia, Illinois was located near the center of Pike County, which is situated 
between the Mississippi and Illinois Rivers. The town was conceived to welcome anyone who 
could buy the land, regardless of their race or ethnicity, suggesting that the McWorters were 
looking to start a new way of life, not just a new physical town (Walker 1983; Shackel et al. 
2004; Shackel 2011). New Philadelphia, also called Philadelphia, was platted on 42 acres of 
undeveloped land that lay immediately south of the McWorter farmstead and across the main 
road that cut through the county. The town was platted with 144 lots, each 60 by 120 ft., 
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typically in groups of eight, making up twenty blocks. Four blocks (5, 6, 15, and 16) only 
contained four lots each and made up the western border of the town. The two primary platted 
streets were Main Street and Broad Way, the others being slightly smaller, and the alleys smaller 
yet (Figure 4.3).  
The entire town was laid out by the county surveyor and two chainmen, presumably 
employed by the McWorters. The recorded layout of the town was then filed by Frank McWorter 
in the county courthouse (Shackel 2011; Walker 1983). During the period of the town’s 
existence, many of the lots were sold by the McWorter family, and some lots changed owners 
multiple times (Pike County Tax Collectors and Land Deed Books; Hadley Township Tax 
Collectors Books).  
 
 
Figure 4.3. 1872 Plat Map of New Philadelphia. (Ensign 1872) 
65 
 
 
 New Philadelphia seemed to attract a variety of people, with African Americans and 
European Americans settling in the town and the surrounding countryside. This attraction may 
have come from its rural location, the price of land in the area, economic opportunities in the 
region, the fact that Illinois was technically a free state, or some other unknown motivations. It 
should be pointed out that as far as is currently known, Frank McWorter made no effort to hide 
his racial identity, so it is likely that anyone who purchased or rented land and settled within or 
near New Philadelphia was to some extent open to doing business with and living near African-
American families.  
Though the town was racially integrated, federal and state census records show that the 
majority of the people in Hadley Township were classified as white throughout the period of 
New Philadelphia’s existence (United States Bureau of the Census 1840, 1850, 1860, 1870, 
1880; State of Illinois Census 1855, 1865). The census records never specifically denote who 
lived within the boundaries of the town, so an exact listing of its inhabitants at any given time 
may not be attainable. Town residents are assumed by their grouping and order of listing with 
known residents of New Philadelphia on the census pages.  
Some aspects of town life, the cemeteries and the early schools, were segregated, 
however. There were two cemeteries serving the town, one for the European American residents 
directly south of town, and one for the African American residents to the south east of town. 
Though not far from each other, the fact that they were separated in death but not in life (at least 
while residents of New Philadelphia) leads to some interesting and as of yet largely unanswered 
questions about why the separation in some areas of life but not others. The school houses were 
also segregated before 1874, when all of New Philadelphia’s children attended the same 
schoolhouse, down the main road about a mile from town. This also raises similar questions 
66 
 
about the segregation of schooling, but also emphasize the importance the African-American 
residents of New Philadelphia placed on education for their children, that they would have and 
support a separate schoolhouse (Agbe-Davies and Martin 2013). 
Most of the township settlers were farmers or farm laborers. There were also several 
tradespeople and merchants, including a blacksmith, wheelwright, cabinetmaker, shoemaker, 
school teacher, preacher, and physician. The main road along the north edge of town served as 
the connection to other markets for the trade and sale of agricultural products, and purchase of 
consumer goods (Walker 1983; Shackel et al. 2004; Shackel 2011). By 1865, there may have 
been as many as 100 people living in the community of New Philadelphia. The town’s 
population began to decline after the Civil War, though a few families still lived on the town’s 
western lots through the early 20th century, using the land to support their farms and orchards.  
The most widely believed explanation of the town’s demise focuses on the bypassing of 
New Philadelphia by a railroad that was built through the area. Using a rail route designed in the 
late 1850s, the Hannibal and Naples Railroad was built through Hadley Township from 1869-
1870, but was routed roughly a mile north of New Philadelphia through established farms, 
several even belonging to the McWorter family (Figure 4.4). New Philadelphia was described by 
Chapman (1880:740–41)  in 1880: “At one time it had great promise, but the railroad passing it a 
mile distant, and other towns springing up, has killed it. At present there is not even a post office 
at the place.” Though the train bypass was likely a factor in the town’s decline, it also brought a 
more accessible connection to other parts of the country, bringing greater quantities and varieties 
of consumer goods to the area and allowing local farmers access to greater markets for sale of 
their agricultural output.  
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Figure 4.4. Excerpt from 1872 Atlas Map of Pike County, showing the portion of Hadley Township  
with ‘Philadelphia’ and the railroad line passing just north of town. (Ensign 1872) 
 
 
One of the prevailing explanations about the railroad bypass suggests racist motivations 
on the part of the railroad companies, though direct documentary evidence to support this 
assertion has not been discovered. It is also possible that influential African American families, 
such as the McWorters, may have abstained from lobbying for a New Philadelphia depot due to 
their antebellum roles in aiding escaping slaves (Fennell 2010b). The McWorter family may also 
have felt that simply having the rail line pass through land they owned would provide them with 
enough connection to it, while not needing to pass through New Philadelphia directly. It is also 
possible the town was in a natural decline due to the lack of infrastructure developments such as 
a grain mill or livestock market. 
By 1885, New Philadelphia as a platted town had shrunk from 42 acres to about 28 acres 
(Walker 1983) when the area of approximately six town blocks on the eastern side of town was 
returned to agricultural land on the tax rolls. After the turn of the 20th century, only about six 
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households remained within the old town limits, but the area continued to be labeled as New 
Philadelphia on several maps through the mid-20th century. The land was almost entirely 
depopulated by the 1930s, though the Burdick family remained, farming many acres of land in 
the area (Figure 4.5). 
 
 
Figure 4.5. 1939 Aerial photograph of the New Philadelphia area. The green circle shows the location  
of Louisa McWorter’s primary residence; the blue circle shows the Burdick property. (USDA 1939)  
 
IV. Louisa Clark McWorter 
During the 19th century, many women owned their own land, homes, and businesses. 
These individuals were often women who had chosen not to marry or were widows. 
Landownership often allowed slightly more social power and freedom than would have been 
traditionally held by most women during the period. Widows were often able to retain not only 
control of the property of their late husbands, but also the husbands’ legal and social rights when 
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managing those assets and their household matters. Unmarried adult women were more often 
able to manage their own legal affairs than married women, because, in some places, they 
maintained individual legal identity by not being considered a dependent of a husband or father. 
Many properties in and around New Philadelphia were owned and managed solely by widows or 
unmarried women. One such property was that owned by Louisa McWorter, daughter in-law to 
the town’s founders, Frank and Lucy McWorter. 
Louisa Clark was the daughter of Kezia Clark, born in 1824 in Spencer County, 
Kentucky. Her name is variably written as ‘Eliza’, indicating her name was likely pronounced 
“Loo-eye-za.” That pronunciation may have led to the recording of an incorrect but similar-
sounding name on several census documents. She was manumitted with her mother at the age of 
12 months, on March 14, 1825, by John Bicksler (Bixler). Both Kezia and Louisa were described 
as “bright mulattoes” in their manumission papers (Spencer County, Kentucky, Deed Book A, p. 
116-117). Some family oral histories suggest that John Bicksler may have been Louisa’s father.  
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Figure 4.6. Louisa McWorter, date unknown. (Photo credit: Clark Family Descendants) 
 
 
A few years after emancipation, Kezia and her children Louisa and Simeon moved to 
Indiana, then to Greene County, Illinois with John Bicksler and one of his adult sons. Bicksler 
left his wife Nancy and their other children behind in Kentucky. Kezia’s son Alexander was born 
in Indiana in 1829. The 1830 federal census found the whole family living in Greene County, 
Illinois, where two more of Kezia’s children, James Monroe and Mary Jane were born (United 
States Bureau of the Census 1830; United States Bureau of the Census 1850). All of Kezia’s 
children used the surname Clark. Greene County is also where Frank McWorter and his family 
spent the winter of 1830-1831 en route to their land in Pike County. It is possible this is where 
the two families, including Louisa and Squire, first met.  
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There is an alternative theory that Squire McWorter first met Louisa in Kentucky, when 
he went back to Pulaski County to conduct business for his father. This story then indicates that 
Squire helped Louisa escape slavery by getting her to Canada, where she remained until Frank 
purchased her freedom (Walker 1983: 157). This alternative theory on their first meeting is not 
supported by any public documents, but it is possible that Louisa was captured and sold back 
into slavery at some point, which would make this story fit in with the other available 
documentary evidence about Squire and Louisa’s lives.  
The John Bicksler and Kezia Clark family was next recorded as living in Montgomery 
County, Missouri, where Kezia’s youngest child, Thomas, was born, and where Bicksler bought 
a farm (United States Bureau of the Census 1840). On May 7, 1843, Louisa Clark married Squire 
McWorter in Pike County, Illinois (Illinois State Archives and Illinois State Genealogical 
Society). The record of this event provides the first evidence of the presence of the 
Clark/Bicksler family in the New Philadelphia area. By 1845, John Bicksler and Kezia Clark 
were living in Pike County, each having separately purchased land in and around New 
Philadelphia (Pike County Tax Collector’s Book 1845). John Bicksler is thought to have died 
around 1848, based on oral history given by Alexander Clark (Chapman 1888: 1076-1077); 
Bicksler’s lack of appearance on the 1850 Federal Census supports this claim.   
By 1850, Squire, the first of Frank and Lucy’s children to have been born free, Louisa, 
and their three children were living within the town limits of New Philadelphia. By 1853, all of 
Block 13, previously listed as owned by Frank McWorter, was owned by Squire. Only Lot 4 
showed any improvements, a house valued at $150, meaning the McWorter home was built on 
that lot likely between 1845 and 1853 (Pike County Tax Collectors Book 1853). The house on 
Block 13 continued to be the most highly valued property within town limits, except for a period 
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between 1858 and 1865, when it disappeared from tax rolls. The likely reason for this 
disappearance was a house fire. Evidence of the fire was discovered archaeologically in 2011 
and will be discussed further in the following chapters (5 and 6). 
Squire died on December 18, 1855 at the age of 38, probably of malaria. This supposition 
is based on the treatments charged to his estate by the doctor who tried to save his life, including 
chinodine (possibly an alternate spelling or different version of quinidine), lead acetate, and 
blister plasters (Pike County Probate Court, Squire McWorter Probate #877). All these were 
commonly used treatments for malaria and its symptoms during this period.  
He was buried in the McWorter cemetery near New Philadelphia, near his father Frank, 
who had died the year before in 1854. Two of his brothers had also recently died; Frank Jr., who 
died in 1851, and Commodore, who died in March of 1855, just a few months before Squire. 
Squire made his mark on a will a few days before his death, leaving his entire estate to his widow 
Louisa, as long as she remained a widow, and then to his children. Squire’s brother Solomon and 
his neighbor Daniel Kirtright served as co-administrators of his estate (Pike County Probate 
Court, Squire McWorter Probate #877). 
Upon Squire’s death, Louisa became the head of her household, which included her five 
children, Lucy Jane, Squire Jr., George, William, and Eliza Ann, and her elderly mother Kezia. 
She also became the sole owner of more than 400 acres of land throughout Pike County, 
including multiple lots within New Philadelphia. In 1860, Louisa McWorter was listed on the 
federal agriculture schedule for Hadley Township as farming 120 acres, with 410 unimproved 
acres. She owned machinery, horses, mules and swine, and her farm produced wheat, corn, oats, 
Irish potatoes, hay, and molasses (United States Bureau of the Census 1860a, 1860b). Louisa and 
her family, however, were not living in New Philadelphia, but nearby Quincy, Illinois, where her 
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two brothers and their families lived, possibly because her house had been destroyed by fire as 
mentioned above. The 1860 census also does not list Louisa’s two youngest children, which 
suggests they either were missed by the census taker or had died by that time. 
The 1867 Hadley Township Tax Collector’s Book once again lists an improvement on 
Block 13 for approximately the same value as the previous house. This indicates a new home 
was built on the property, rebuilt where the previous one had stood, between 1865 and 1867. By 
the 1865 Illinois state census, Louisa and her household had moved back into New Philadelphia, 
presumably into the house on Block 13, where Louisa lived for the rest of her life. The family 
now consisted of Louisa, her adult children Lucy and George, her brother Thomas Clark, her 
mother Kezia Clark, and a foster son Charles William Jones. 
Louisa is again listed on the 1870 federal agricultural schedule as farming 96 acres and 
owning 24 unimproved acres, a significant decrease from the previous census. She also owned 
machinery, wagons, horses, milk cows, beef cattle, and swine, and her farm produced wheat, 
corn, oats, Irish potatoes, sweet potatoes, butter, and molasses (United States Bureau of the 
Census 1870a, 1870b). 
On the 1880 federal census agricultural schedule, Louisa’s farm consisted of 120 tilled 
acres, 1 acre of meadow, and 40 acres of wood. She owned machinery, wagons, horses, mules, 
milk cows, cattle, sheep, swine, and poultry. She paid out $200 in wages for farm labor, possibly 
to hired hands, her adult children, or other McWorter family members. Louisa was not likely 
running the farm on her own, though she was very likely engaged in some aspect of the farming 
as well as home industry/production. Her farm produced hay, butter, wool, eggs, wheat, corn, 
oats, apples, and timber. Not greatly changed from the previous census, Louisa’s household 
consisted of herself, her adult children Lucy and George, her mother Kezia Clark, and her foster 
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son Charles W. (Willie) Jones (United Status Bureau of the Census 1880a, 1880b). Though no 
historical documentary proof has yet been found to support the idea, it is possible that Louisa and 
other members of the McWorter family were cooperatively farming all of their land together, 
perhaps with each family or individual responsible for some aspect of the operation. 
Louisa Clark McWorter was listed as the head of her household on the state and federal 
census records from her husband’s death in 1855 until her own death on February 18, 1883. The 
Barry Baptist Church mentioned her death in its minutes, and her obituary was written in the 
Barry Adage: 
Died, at her home in Philadelphia, Hadley Township, Pike County, Ill., Mrs. 
Louise McWorter, Feb. 18, 1883, aged 59 years, 11 months and 9 days.  She 
leaves three children, two sons and a daughter, to mourn her loss.  She was born 
in Kentucky, March 10, 1822. Was Married to Squire McWorter, May 7, 1843.  
He died at Philadelphia in 1855.  One more has passed away beyond the bound of 
time.  May we all be ready.  The funeral services were conducted by Rev. C. 
Mason, Feb. 20, 1883 (Barry Adage 1883: 3). 
 
The obituary did not mention her foster son or her elderly mother as members of her 
household at the time of her death. It is possible that Kezia lived with her son Thomas after 
Louisa’s death, based upon her listing as ‘the mother of Thos. Clark’ in her own obituary, dated 
September 7, 1893 (Barry Adage 1893: 5). Charles William Jones, Louisa’s foster son, was put 
under the guardianship of Louisa’s son George until he reached adulthood. Louisa was likely 
buried in the McWorter cemetery with her husband Squire, though no grave marker survives to 
confirm her burial site. 
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Figure 4.7. Town lots within New Philadelphia owned by Louisa McWorter.  
(Map: Ensign 1872; Shading by Claire Martin) 
 
At her death, Louisa McWorter owned approximately 120 acres of farmland outside of 
New Philadelphia and roughly six entire blocks within the town boundary (Figures 4.7 and 4.8). 
After her death, her daughter Lucy J. McKinney and Lucy’s husband James purchased Block 13 
(including the house) from the estate, and lived there until their deaths in 1896 and 1910, 
respectively. The property remained within the McWorter family through World War I and 
possibly into the early 1920s, passing from Lucy after her death to her brothers, Squire and 
George.  
76 
 
 
Figure 4.8. Properties outside of New Philadelphia (outlined in blue) owned by Louisa McWorter.  
(Map: Ensign 1872; Shading by Claire Martin) 
 
 
The land was eventually sold, in 1930, to Virgil Burdick, who rented out most of the 
house, keeping a small section of it for storage of his own possessions. The house caught fire in 
1937 due to an accident involving heated car engine oil. The engine oil was being heated on the 
stove before putting it into the car (as was typical for the time) and likely became overheated 
causing the can to explode and the oil to catch fire. The resulting blaze nearly killed the renting 
family and resulted in a near-total loss of their possessions (Barry Adage 1937: 1). The house 
was never rebuilt.  
V. Interdisciplinary Investigations 
 Louisa Clark McWorter was the head of her household for many years, and it was a 
household that underwent frequent changes. The deaths of her husband and two children, the 
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addition of a foster son, the loss of her home and its subsequent rebuilding, the maintenance of 
the family’s farmland, the care probably provided to her elderly mother, and her involvement in 
the larger community likely made for a household that was rarely in the same state of being. 
Throughout these changes, however, Louisa and her family maintained their farm and appeared 
to do well enough at it to sustain a decent standard of living. 
Historic documents have helped to provide an informative structure of the major events 
(births, deaths, marriage, and manumission) and some of the details of Louisa Clark McWorter’s 
life, including property values, church membership, and what exactly she was growing, raising, 
and producing on her farm. The documents have also provided a useful chronology of the house 
on Block 13, with the exception of its disappearance from the tax collector’s books for a few 
years in the mid-19th century. These census records, newspaper articles, tax documents, land 
deed records, probates and wills, and family histories provide a solid base of information about 
Louisa’s life and that of her family. 
 It is upon this base of historical knowledge that the archaeological information can be 
layered, functioning as another ‘piece of the puzzle’ in the story of Louisa, the house on Block 
13, New Philadelphia, and perhaps the Illinois frontier as a whole. The archaeological 
information gained through multiple years of excavation on Block 13 at New Philadelphia, 
which is detailed in the next chapter, answers some questions raised by historical research, such 
as what happened to the house when it ‘disappeared’ from the documents and the socio-
economic status of the family living there. The archaeology has also raised more questions that 
could potentially be answered by further excavations and historical research. 
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CHAPTER 5:  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS OF THE LOUISA MCWORTER HOME 
 
Excavations on Block 13, the location of the homestead of Louisa McWorter and her 
family, began in 2005. The initial excavation sought to locate any remains of the home or 
outbuildings, identify them, and delineate further excavations for later field seasons. Excavations 
resumed on both Lot 3 and Lot 4 of Block 13 in 2010, when the remains of the well on Lot 3 and 
the remains of the house foundation and cellar on Lot 4 were exposed, and in the case of the 
well, bisected.  
 In 2011, researchers led by the author returned to the foundation and cellar, excavating a 
bisecting trench (removing slightly less than half of the cellar fill) through the cellar on an East-
West line roughly 2.5 ft. north of the South foundation wall. The trench was positioned to reveal 
any fill changes or other soil events in profile on both the northern and southern walls of the 
trench. These excavations were performed to discover and analyze the material remains of the 
Louisa McWorter family. These artifacts contribute evidence related to the family’s economic 
status, purchasing habits, diet, foodways, and domestic practices that help complete a picture of 
the family’s life, experiences, and environment. This data, and its comparison to other sites, 
addresses the main research questions of this project, those involving the differences in racial 
and gender equality and the process of defining those roles in urban and rural areas. 
Part I of this chapter discusses the history and origins of the New Philadelphia 
Archaeology Project, as well as its overall goals for the research using archaeological and 
historical methods. Parts II and III explain the excavation methods and artifact analysis methods 
used for this dissertation project, respectively. Part IV lays out the overall results and trends of 
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previous investigations at New Philadelphia, including the pedestrian survey, geophysical 
surveys, and prior excavations. Part V describes in detail the excavations undertaken by the 
author and other crewmembers for this dissertation project, subdivided by location within the 
town’s block and lot system, and then further by archaeological feature or excavation unit 
number. Part VI focuses on the sites used for comparison for this analysis, two other households 
from the mid- to late-19th century lifespan of New Philadelphia. Finally, Part VII summarizes the 
excavations by unit and begins the interpretation of the results, an analysis which is further 
addressed in Chapter 6. 
I. The New Philadelphia Archaeology Project 
 The New Philadelphia Archaeology Project (NPAP) began with a pedestrian survey in 
2002, which was undertaken by Illinois State Museum and University of Maryland personnel, 
local community members, and volunteers. The idea of an archaeology project at New 
Philadelphia had originated with requests from local community members surrounding the site as 
well as descendant family members of those who had lived in the town, all wanting to know 
more about this unique site. Thus, from its beginnings, the project has been operated in 
conjunction with a variety of stakeholders, including family descendants, local community 
members, and scholars from multiple organizations and universities across the country 
(http://www.histarch.illinois.edu/NP/). 
The goals of the NPAP are: exploring the nature of social relationships in this frontier 
town through archaeological and documentary research, and ensuring the preservation and 
protection of the site. The major research objectives of the project are to:  understand New 
Philadelphia’s founding and its development as an integrated town; explore and contrast dietary 
patterns between households of different ethnic and regional backgrounds via the examination of 
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faunal and botanical remains; reconstruct the town landscape and the use of town lots with the 
understanding that the different ethnic and regional backgrounds of the town’s households may 
have an influential role; and to elucidate the consumer choices made by households in this 
frontier context, with particular attention to the role played by markets and structural racism 
(Shackel et al. 2004). 
The goals of this dissertation project, analyzing the intersections of varying identity 
factors of individuals (such as gender, race, or class) with their unique material consumption 
patterns in a rural environment, fits within the final research objective of the NPAP. As 
discussed in the introductory chapter, the research questions for this project center on the idea of 
material remains providing an accurate representation of the habits, lifestyle, and choices of the 
individuals who used them. The material assemblages uncovered in the town site, when 
compared among households, revealed many similarities, despite demographic differences of the 
household residents. These trends, discussed and analyzed in this chapter and Chapter 6, raise the 
question of why these households would have similar collections of material remains.  
II. Excavation Methods 
The archaeology team used engineer’s scale (tenths of a foot) because historic buildings 
were often built within vernacular traditions using feet; therefore estimating and comparing sizes 
of buildings from excavation units is more accurate when using the a comparable or similar 
measurement system. The archaeology work then generally proceeded in one of two ways. In the 
first excavation method, 5 x 5 ft. excavation units in the spaces of town lots delineated the plow 
zone (the top layer of soil through which a typical plow would have reached), subsurface 
features, and artifact concentrations. In the second, the archaeology team selected anomalies 
identified in the geophysical or pedestrian surveys and systematically sampled them using soil 
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core probes of one inch or two inches in diameter. If feature material, such as mortar, stone, 
artifacts, or unusually deep subsoils were encountered, these areas were tested through controlled 
excavations. Once features were identified excavation teams proceeded with a larger block 
excavation to expose the horizontal extent of the feature, using 5 x 5 ft. excavation units as a 
standard, but some larger or smaller units if the case warranted (Shackel et al. 2004).  
Generally, plow zone soils were removed in 0.5 ft. arbitrary levels until cultural strata, 
features, or subsoil were encountered. Since most of the area of New Philadelphia was plowed in 
the 20th century, these excavation levels proceeded quickly until the archaeology team 
encountered subsurface features or undisturbed stratigraphy below the plow zone. Features, such 
as soil stains or other remains of subfloor cellar pits, foundation walls, cisterns and wells, were 
bisected and excavated according to stratigraphy, and the team systematically collected soil 
samples from cultural strata within features for flotation in order to retrieve archaeobiological 
material. All excavated soils were dry-screened through quarter-inch mesh screens, and only 
wet-screened if the excavated soils were already damp (Shackel et al. 2004). 
The sod and plow zone layer of each unit is labeled A, with an additional number 
marking each 0.5 ft. arbitrary level (A1, A2, etc.). At the first sediment change after layer A, the 
labeling system switches to B (in addition to a number per arbitrary or cultural level within it, if 
necessary), and then to C and so on, if more sediment changes are encountered. Color of each 
level was determined according to the Munsell Soil Color Chart. The soil and sediment textures 
of each level were also documented, using a texture chart devised by the U.S. Geological Survey 
(www.usgs.gov). 
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III. Artifact Analysis Methods 
Most excavated artifacts were washed, dried, and initially bagged at the on-site artifact 
preparation station. Following excavations, project crewmembers identified, sorted, catalogued, 
labeled, mended, and finally, re-bagged artifacts by material type for curation under the 
supervision of the Laboratory Supervisor, a position the author held for three of the six NSF-
REU funded field seasons. The artifact identification and catalog data were recorded on paper 
spreadsheets, then entered into a computer database file in Microsoft Access™. The cataloguing 
system used for the NPAP is the ANCS system, commonly used by the National Park Service.  
Soil samples were processed using the flotation method to recover any possible 
archaeobiological specimens, which were then analyzed and identified by project crewmembers 
with assistance from mentors at the Illinois State Museum (ISM). Faunal remains were also 
identified by crewmembers (with assistance from ISM mentors), including describing natural or 
cultural modifications and performing specimen counts, biomass analyses, and minimum number 
of individual counts (Shackel et al. 2004, 2005, 2006; Fennell et al. 2009; Agbe-Davies et al. 
2011; Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013). 
IV. Summary of Prior Field Investigations at New Philadelphia 
Archaeological work began at New Philadelphia with the assistance of Likes Land 
Surveyors, Inc. of Barry, Illinois. Using the original 1836 plat map, they superimposed the town 
plan over the existing topography (Figure 5.1). The survey and archaeology team marked the 
boundaries of the town, blocks, and lots on existing aerial photographs and on the current 
landscape, which then guided the initial pedestrian survey and systematic surface collection in 
the fall of 2002 and the spring of 2003 (Gwaltney 2004). 
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Figure 5.1. 1998 Aerial photo with town plat map overlay. (Image credit: NPAP) 
 
A. Pedestrian Survey 
The archaeology team decided that a pedestrian survey should be the initial phase of 
work to establish the degree of preservation of the archaeological record, and in order to create 
an informed excavation and research strategy for the long term project. The survey helped locate 
and identify artifacts on the ground surface and allowed the archaeologists to estimate which 
areas were densely settled within the town. The clustering of artifacts showed distinct patterns 
that are highly informative for understanding the town’s settlement. The analysis of the survey 
data indicated that there are large concentrations of artifacts within the lots bordering Broad and 
Main Streets in Blocks 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, and 13, roughly the north-central portion of the town (Figure 
5.2).  
While the archaeological data from the pedestrian survey are from a plowed context, the 
artifacts provide some very important information that guided the excavation strategies for the 
project (Gwaltney 2004). Several studies have suggested that the lateral movement of artifacts 
due to plowing may not exceed more than roughly 30 to 100 ft. from their original deposition 
84 
 
point (Roper 1976; Ammerman 1985). This distance, though sometimes too far to pinpoint the 
exact depositional location of an artifact, can help approximate locations of subsurface features 
that may not have been disturbed by plowing. This assumption was applied in the pedestrian 
survey at New Philadelphia; the presence and scatter patterning of surface artifacts indicated 
where many or most of the remaining subsurface features within the town’s area were likely to 
be located. 
 
Figure 5.2. Distribution of historic artifacts found during the pedestrian survey at New Philadelphia.  
(Gwaltney 2004) 
 
B. Geophysical Surveys 
After determining the areas of highest artifact concentrations, geophysical surveys were 
performed by Michael Hargrave and Carl Carlson-Drexler (U.S. Army Engineer Research and 
Development Center, Construction Engineering Research Laboratory [CERL]) for several days 
at the beginning of each field season (Hargrave 2010). This work, using several geophysical 
methods including electronic resistance and magnetometry, indicated the presence of subsurface 
anomalies (more information on these surveys can be found on the NPAP website, 
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http://www.histarch.illinois.edu/NP/). Thermal imaging cameras were used in an aerial survey of 
the New Philadelphia site in 2008, conducted by Bryan Haley and Tommy Hailey (Haley 2008). 
A Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) survey was also conducted on the town site and the 
surrounding area in 2011 (Fennell 2011). 
Prior to excavations the archaeology team used soil core probes to test many of the 
identified geophysical anomalies, which are generally defined as areas within the ground surface 
that read as somehow different than the surrounding subsoil. Resistance from stone, artifacts, or 
cultural material in the soil core samples, such as plaster and mortar, provided further indication 
of a subsurface feature. Archaeologists were able to concentrate excavation units on more 
specific cultural areas of the town site by employing these multidisciplinary and applied 
techniques. 
A geosciences soil survey was also conducted at New Philadelphia, with several soil 
cores taken from various blocks throughout the town. This research was performed as a 
dissertation study, with the intent to integrate chemical analyses of soils with historic and 
archaeological data sets at historic sites, in order to provide details about the effects of land use 
activities on soil and potential identify ‘fingerprints’ of land use types (Rocheford 2014: 6). The 
study concluded that the tested soils at New Philadelphia have been largely protected from the 
effects of large-scale mechanized agricultural practices, such as the use of chemical pesticides 
and fertilizers, as well as tilling and compaction/erosion of care surface soils (Rocheford 2014: 
197). The analysis also suggested that the type of chemical tests performed on the soil samples is 
effective for identifying effects of land use on soil characteristics, as compared to other historic 
sites and when added to additional data, such as historic documents and excavation results 
(Rocheford 2014: 203).  
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C. General Excavations 
Based on the historical documentary evidence (deed research, census data, and tax 
records), archeological survey, and geophysical survey, the archaeology team chose to focus on 
several areas of the town site, including Blocks 3, 4, 7, 8, 9,12, and 13. Archaeological work 
from 2002 through 2011 has uncovered over 150,000 artifacts, faunal and floral remains, and the 
locations of 21 house and business structures. The evidence indicates that no racial segregation 
of property locations occurred within the town. The locations of residences and businesses of 
African Americans and European Americans were interspersed spatially within the town. No 
archaeological or documentary evidence of violent destruction of properties within the town 
(which could indicate racial strife or violence) has been recovered. This is notable, as the 
community was located within a region impacted by racial conflict (Agbe-Davies et al. 2011; 
Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013; Fennell et al. 2009; Shackel et al. 2004, 2005, 2006).  
As interpreted from the pedestrian survey data and supported by subsequent excavations, 
most structures and occupation sites appear to have been concentrated in the north-central 
portion of the town (Gwaltney 2004). The archaeology has also revealed early house sites not 
indicated in historic-period documents (Shackel et al. 2006). Artifact analysis revealed that 
residents enjoyed access to local, regional, and international commodities from the outset of 
settlement of the town. However, there may have been differences in diet and culinary practices 
based on the region of origin or ethnicity of the town’s residents (Martin and Martin 2010; 
Shackel et al. 2006).  
All artifact data from the 2004-2011 investigations have been compiled into a 
comprehensive, relational database accessible on the NPAP website, as well as detailed field 
reports and summaries of all excavations, documentary evidence, and other research performed 
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throughout the town site. These records have also been deposited in The Digital Archaeological 
Record (tDAR) managed by Digital Antiquity (http://core.tdar.org/dataset/392018/new-
philadelphia-excavation-database-2004-2011). 
V. Block 13 Lot 3 and 4 Excavated Units and Features 
The property owned by Louisa McWorter was partially excavated in 2005, 2010, and 
2011. Two of several features located within the block owned by Louisa that were discovered 
through the use of geophysical survey methods (Hargrave 2010) have been extensively 
excavated. One of these features proved to be the remains of a house foundation and cellar 
(Feature 12) discovered in 2005, fully exposed along its surface in 2010, and bisected via trench 
excavation in 2011. The other feature proved to be the remains of a well (Feature 40), excavated 
and bisected in 2010, associated with the house (Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013; Agbe-Davies et 
al. 2011; Shackel et al. 2005).  
What follows is a detailed description of the excavation of each unit and feature 
investigated for this dissertation project. Each is described by level of excavation, in terms of 
depth, soil color and texture, summary of artifacts recovered, and general interpretation of the 
unit or feature. This section presents this data, which is then discussed, interpreted, and analyzed 
in Chapter 6. All this information and more details of each excavation unit can be found in 
published archaeology reports, available on the NPAP website 
(http://www.histarch.illinois.edu/NP/). 
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A. Block 13 Lot 3 
 
 
Figure 5.3. Excavation units in Block 13, Lot 3, in 2010 field season. (Image credit: NPAP) 
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Excavation Unit 11 
Excavators began Level A1 of EU 11 in Block 13, Lot 3 (Figure 5.3) as an arbitrary level 
of 0.5 ft. in order to investigate a geophysical anomaly (Anomaly 25). The soil in Level A1 was 
7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) in color with a clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the level 
included glass fragments, ceramic fragments, slag, brick fragments, metal fragments, slate, bone, 
charcoal, nails, and mortar.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils were a 
mottled mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) and 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) with a clay loam texture. 
Excavators recovered a larger number of artifacts in this layer including brick, mortar, slag, slate, 
metal fragments, a metal lid, bolts, ceramic fragments, glass fragments, bone, a pipe stem, a 1905 
Penny, and a metal Civil War Union uniform button.  
Level A3 was terminated at the base of the plow zone. The plow zone portion remained 
7.5 YR3/2 (Dark Brown) mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown), while the sub-plow zone in the floor 
of Level A3 was 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) mottled with 7.5 YR 4/6 (Strong Brown). The plow 
zone continued to be characterized as clay loam, while the sub-plow zone was more of a silty 
clay loam. Artifacts identified were glass, mortar, nails, brick fragments, ceramics, charcoal, 
bone, plastic, and metal fragments including a railroad spike. 
Excavators began Level B1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level B1 was 7.5 
YR 3/3 (Dark Brown) in the northern section of the unit outside of Anomaly 25, and clay loam 
texture and 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) inside Anomaly 25. Artifacts discovered in the level included 
glass fragments, ceramic fragments, slag, mortar, brick fragments, bone, metal fragments, 
charcoal, and nails.  
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Excavation Unit 12 
Excavators began Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level A1 was 7.5 
YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a silty clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the level included 
glass fragments, ceramic fragments, slag, brick, metal fragments, slate, bone, charcoal, nails, and 
mortar.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils were a 
mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 4/4 YR (Brown). 
Excavators recovered a larger number of artifacts in this layer including brick, mortar, slag, slate, 
charcoal, metal fragments, leather fragments, ceramic fragments, nails, glass fragments, and 
bone. 
Excavators halted Level A3 at the base of the plow zone. The plow zone portion 
remained 7.5 YR 2.5/3 (Very Dark Brown) clay loam mottled with 7.5 YR 5/6 (Strong Brown). 
Artifacts identified were glass, mortar, nails, brick fragments, ceramics, charcoal, bone, plastic, 
slag, and metal fragments. 
Level B1 was excavated to the surface of Anomaly 25. The soil in Level B1 consisted of 
7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) loamy clay mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) loamy clay along the 
north and west edges of the unit. Artifacts discovered in the level included glass fragments, 
ceramic fragments, slag, mortar, brick fragments, bone, metal fragments, charcoal, nails, and 
limestone fragments. 
Excavation Unit 13 
Excavators began EU 13 with Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level 
A1 consisted of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the 
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level included glass fragments, ceramic fragments, slag, brick, metal fragments, slate, bone, 
charcoal, nails, an ammunition casing, and mortar.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils are 
7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5YR 4/4 (Brown). Excavators 
recovered numerous artifacts in this layer including brick, mortar, slag, slate, charcoal, metal 
fragments, a water valve, hinge fragments, plastic fragments, ceramic fragments, pipe bowls, 
nails, glass fragments, and bone. 
Excavators halted Level B1 at the top of the soil change associated with Anomaly 25. 
The plow zone portion remained 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) clay loam mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 
(Brown). Artifacts identified were glass, mortar, nails, brick fragments, ceramics, charcoal, bone, 
slag, limestone, and metal fragments. 
Excavation Unit 14 
Excavators began Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level A1 consisted 
of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the level included 
glass fragments, ceramic fragments, slag, brick fragments, metal fragments, slate, bone, charcoal, 
nails, plastic, and mortar.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils were a 
mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) 
with a similar texture. Excavators recovered numerous artifacts in this layer including brick, 
mortar, slag, slate, charcoal, metal fragments, metal hinge fragments, ammunition casing, plastic 
fragments, ceramic fragments, nails, and glass fragments. 
Archaeologists excavated Level B1 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. B1’s soils were a 
mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture and 7.5 4/4 YR (Brown). 
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Excavators recovered a larger number of artifacts in this layer including brick, mortar, slag, 
charcoal, metal fragments, ceramic fragments, nails, and glass fragments. 
Level B2 was excavated to expose the west profile of Feature 40. The color was 7.5 YR 
3/2 (Dark Brown) mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown), both of a clay loam texture. Artifacts 
identified were glass, nails, brick fragments, and ceramics. 
Excavation Unit 15 
Excavators began Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level A1 consisted 
of clay loam with a 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) color. Artifacts uncovered in the level included 
mortar, brick, metal fragments, nails, metal hardware, slate, glass, slag, ceramics, and charcoal.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils were 
7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture. Excavators recovered the following artifacts 
in this layer: brick, mortar, slag, slate, charcoal, metal fragments, metal hinge fragments, a 
ceramic insulator, plastic, bone, ceramic fragments, nails, boot eyelet, and glass fragments. 
Archaeologists excavated Level B1 to the top of Anomaly 25. B1’s soils were clay loam 
in texture with mottled colors of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) and 7.5 4/4 YR (Brown). Artifacts in 
this layer included brick, mortar, slag, charcoal, metal fragments, hardware nut, ceramic 
fragments, pencil lead, limestone, nails, and glass fragments. 
Level B2 was excavated as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. to expose the west profile of 
Feature 40. The soil was 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) with a clay 
loam texture. Artifacts identified were a bolt and a partially articulated intrusive skeleton from an 
Eastern Mole. 
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Excavation Unit 16 
Excavators began Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level A1 was 7.5 
YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the level included bone, 
mortar, brick, slag, a milk glass button, metal fragments, nails, glass, ceramics, and charcoal.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soil was 
7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture. Excavators recovered the following artifacts 
in this layer: hardware bolts, hardware rivet, nails, brick, mortar, glass, slag, a .22 ammunition 
casing, metal lid, ceramics, bone, shell, and charcoal. 
Archaeologists excavated Level B1 to the top of Anomaly 25. B1’s soils were a mixture 
of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 4/4 YR (Brown) clay 
loam. Artifacts in this layer included brick, mortar, slate, nails, a bolt, metal fragments, slag, 
charcoal, glass, a glass decanter stopper, an agateware doorknob, bone, and ceramics.  
Excavation Unit 17 
Excavators began Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level A1 was 7.5 
YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the level included ceramics, 
glass, a milk glass button, a buckle, a nut and bolt, metal fragments, nails, slag, charcoal, brick, 
and bone.  
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils are a 
mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) 
clay loam. Excavators recovered the following artifacts in this layer: nails, metal fragments, slag, 
bone, glass, ceramics, brick, charcoal, mortar, plastic, slate, and a button. 
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Archaeologists excavated Level B1 to the top of Anomaly 25. B1’s soils are 7.5YR 3/2 
(Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 4/4 YR (Brown) clay loam. Artifacts in 
this layer included nails, glass, brick, ceramic, bone, mortar, and charcoal.  
Excavation Unit 18 
Excavators began Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level A1 was 7.5 
YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with clay loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in the level included ceramics, 
a ceramic insulator, glass, nails, a washer, metal fragments, brick, slag, mortar, charcoal, plastic, 
bone, and a tooth. 
The team began excavation of Level A2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. A2’s soils were a 
mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) with a uniform clay loam texture. 
Excavators recovered the following artifacts in this level: charcoal, brick, metal fragments, nails, 
mortar, glass, and ceramics. 
Archaeologists excavated Level B1 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. B1’s soils were 7.5YR 
3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 4/4 YR (Brown). Artifacts in this 
layer included a thimble, an unidentified brass object, a rivet, slate, ceramics, glass, metal 
fragments, charcoal, brick, and nails. 
Level B2 was excavated as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. to expose the west profile of 
Feature 40. The soil was 7.5 YR 3/2 (dark brown) with a clay loam texture. The only artifacts in 
Level B2 were two small brick fragments. 
Feature 40 
Archaeologists selected to bisect the eastern section of Feature 40. The eastern bisect is 
situated within EU 13 and EU 15 (Figure 5.3 and 5.4). The descriptions of the excavation that 
follow encompass the layers which exist in both EU 13 and EU 15.  
95 
 
Feature 40 Level a1 was an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil in Level a1 was7.5 YR 3/2 
(Dark Brown) mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown) clay loam. Artifacts uncovered in the level 
included nails, a metal handle, a nut and bolt, a metal button, a boot eyelet, a .22 rifle cartridge 
casing, chain links, circular metal hardware, metal fragments, a pipe bowl, an agateware 
doorknob, brick, mortar, slag, glass, ceramics, bone, and shell.  
The team began excavation of Level a2 as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. Level a2’s 
fill soils are a mixture of 7.5YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a clay loam texture mottled with 7.5 YR 
4/4 (Brown). Excavators recovered numerous artifacts in this layer including ceramics, glass, 
brick, a metal tool, a large bolt, a rivet, nails, bone, and marine shell. Archaeologists also 
recovered large and medium field stones (limestone) from the level.  
Excavators began the excavation of Level b1as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. The fill 
material was 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) clay loam mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown). Artifacts 
identified were ceramics, bricks, limestone (large, medium, and small fragments), mortar, nails, a 
metal handle, a metal chain link, metal fragments, a bottle finish, glass fragments, sawed bone, 
and slag. 
Level b2 was excavated as an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. The fill material was 7.5 YR 3/2 
(Dark Brown) clay loam mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown). Artifacts identified were ceramics, 
glass, nails, slag, large metal fragments, brick, bone, wood, and limestone fragments in a variety 
of sizes.  
Archaeologists excavated Level b3 as an arbitrary layer of 1.0 ft. The fill material was 7.5 
YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) clay loam mottled with 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown). Artifacts identified were 
glass, ceramics, a pipe bowl, bone, brick, nails, and limestone fragments. Level b3 was 
terminated at an impenetrable level of stones 4.0 ft. below surface level.  
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Figure 5.4. Plan view of Feature 40. (Image credit: NPAP) 
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B. Block 13 Lot 4 
 
Figure 5.5. Excavation units in Block 13, Lot 4. 2011 units (in italics) superimposed on 2005 and 2010 units. 
(Image credit: NPAP) 
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Excavation Unit 1 
Archaeologists began the excavation of EU 1 on Block 13, Lot 4 in 2005 to investigate 
the source of the soil anomaly detected in the area identified by the geophysical survey. The 
team excavated Level A1 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A1 was plow zone and 10YR 4/3 
(Brown) silty clay. The team recovered artifacts throughout the level including glass, ceramic, 
metal, clinker/slag, shell, brick, and a tooth.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A2 plow zone and 
mottled with 10YR 3/3 (Dark Brown) and 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay. 
Archaeologists found artifacts throughout the level that included clinker/slag, charcoal, coal, 
glass, brick, bone, mortar, ceramics, and metal.  
Archaeologists began Level A3 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A3 was a fill layer and 
was mottled with10YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) and 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) 
silty clay. Archaeologists noticed a strong distinction between the soil on the southern and 
northern halves of the unit. The southern half of the unit is more mottled with  
10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) and also contains a higher density of artifacts than the 
northern half. The team recovered artifacts throughout the level, mostly associated with the 
southern half of the unit, including ceramics, glass, and metal.  
Archaeologists began excavation of Level B1 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level B1 was a 
fill layer with a surrounding matrix of subsoil which was mottled with 10YR 5/6 (Dark 
Yellowish Brown) and 10YR 4/3 (Brown) silty clay. The team noticed a soil stain in the 
northwest quadrant of the unit that extended into the north and west wall which was later 
identified as a fill layer, and was mottled with 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) and 10YR 
5/6 (Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay. The team also noticed large limestone inclusions in this 
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level, which were identified as Feature 12. Archaeologists recovered artifacts throughout the 
level including metal, ceramic, brick, mortar, glass, bone, clinker, charcoal, and a tooth.  
Archaeologists began excavation of Level B2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level B2 was a 
fill layer and was mottled with 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) and 10YR 5/6 (Yellowish 
Brown) silty clay and ash. The fill layer was in the north half of the unit and continued into the 
east and west walls. The fill layer was surrounded by a matrix of 10YR 4/3 (Brown) silty clay. 
Artifacts retrieved from the fill included metal, ceramic, glass, brick, and mortar. Artifacts 
retrieved from the surrounding matrix included brick, clinker/slag, mortar, ceramic, metal, glass, 
and slate. Feature 12 became highly defined in this level and appeared to extend into the east, 
west, and north walls of the unit. Feature 12 was not further explored in 2005, due to the end of 
the field season. 
In 2010, the excavation team re-opened EU 1, discovered the landscaper’s fabric which 
had been placed at the bottom of the unit in 2005, and re-exposed Feature 12. The unit remained 
exposed throughout the 2010 season with no further excavations in this location, nor was it 
further explored in the 2011 season. 
Excavation Unit 2 
Archaeologists began the excavation of EU 2 in 2005 to investigate the source of a soil 
anomaly detected by geophysical survey. They excavated Level A1 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. 
Level A1 was plow zone and mottled with 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) and 10YR 3/2 
(Very Dark Greyish Brown) silty clay. The team recovered artifacts throughout the level 
including metal, ceramic, shell, brick, mortar, glass, and clinker/slag.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A2 was plow zone 
and mottled with 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), 10YR 3/1 (Very Dark Grey), and 10YR 
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6/6 (Brownish Yellow) silty clay. The team encountered areas of charcoal and ash throughout the 
level. They also noticed large inclusions of limestone in the north half of the unit. Archaeologists 
found artifacts throughout the level including brick, glass, slag/clinker, ceramics, shell, and 
metal.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A3 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A3 was a fill layer 
and was mottled with 10YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) and 10 YR 2/1 (Black) silty clay. After 
excavating 0.2 ft. of Level A3, archaeologists identified Feature 11 in the north half of the unit. 
Excavators recovered artifacts throughout the level including ceramics, mortar, brick, glass, 
slag/clinker, bone, a faunal tooth, and metal.  
Feature 11 is a concentration of large pieces of limestone in the northern half of EU 2 
Level A3. The feature extended into the north and east walls of the unit. In EU 2, Feature 11 is 
4.6 ft. by 2.5 ft. This feature is interpreted as being associated with Feature 12, a possible 
foundation, uncovered in EU 1. The soil associated with this feature is 10YR 3/4 (Dark 
Yellowish Brown) and is slightly mottled with 10YR 2/1 (Black) silty clay.  
In 2010, excavators reopened EU 2, cleared the back fill, and leveled out EU 2 Level A3. 
This arbitrary layer of 0.2 ft. was excavated in order to clearly define the feature. Level A3 was a 
combined context consisting of two deposits: feature fill in the northern portion of the unit (a 
10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam), while excavation in the southern portion of the 
unit removed the builder’s trench and subsoil (10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) clay). 
Artifacts discovered in A3 were nails, bone, charcoal, brick, mortar, glass, ceramics, and slate. 
No further excavation took place in EU 2. 
 
 
101 
 
Excavation Unit 3 
Archaeologists began the excavation of EU 3 in 2005 to determine the boundaries of 
Feature 11, first encountered in EU 2. EU 3 was placed directly to the east of EU 2. Level A1 
was excavated as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A1 was plow zone and 10YR 3/3 (Dark Brown) 
silty clay. The team recovered artifacts throughout the level including metal, ceramic, shell, 
brick, mortar, glass, and clinker/slag.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A2 was plow zone 
and 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay with some charcoal inclusions. The team 
discontinued excavation with the identification of Feature 11 in the northern half of the unit. 
Archaeologists found artifacts throughout the level including brick, glass, slag/clinker, ceramics, 
mortar, bone, charcoal, shell, and metal.  
Feature 11 was the concentration of limestone first detected in EU 2 Level A3. This 
feature extended into EU 3 and was evident in the northern half of the unit. The stones uncovered 
in level A2 were in line with those uncovered in EU 2. In EU 3, Feature 11 had dimensions of 
5.0 ft. by 2.5 ft. A high density of glass along the east wall was associated with the feature. 
Feature 11 was interpreted as being associated with Feature 12, a possible foundation, uncovered 
in EU 1. The soil associated with this feature was 10YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) and was 
mottled with 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) silty clay. The feature appeared to extend 
into the west, east, and north walls of the unit.  
In 2010, archaeologists removed the soils from the previous excavations and reopened 
Level A2. An arbitrary 0.3 ft. level brought the unit to similar depths as those adjacent to it. Soils 
removed from Level A2 were 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam in the northern 
portion of the level and 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) clay in the southern section of the 
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unit. The feature fill in Level A2 contained nails, brick, mortar, glass, metal, bone, ceramics, 
charcoal, slag, pencil lead, a large metal handle, and a button. No further excavation took place 
in EU3.  
Excavation Unit 4  
Archaeologists began the excavation of EU 4 to continue the investigation of Feature 12, 
first detected in EU 1. EU 4 was placed north of EU 1. They excavated Level A1 as a 0.5 ft. 
arbitrary level. Level A1 was plow zone and 10YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay with a 
northern and southern band of 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay. The team recovered 
artifacts throughout the level including ceramic, glass, clinker/slag, charcoal, slate, shell, brick, 
mortar, and an animal tooth.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A2 was plow zone 
and 10YR 4/3 (Brown) silty clay. Archaeologists found artifacts throughout the level including 
bone, metal, brick, mortar, ceramic, glass, clinker/slag, and an animal tooth.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A3 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A3 was a fill layer 
and was mostly 10YR 4/3 (Brown). The team noticed the soil stain from EU 1 extended into the 
southwest quadrant of EU 4. The team recovered artifacts throughout the level including 
ceramics, mortar, brick, glass, slag/clinker, and metal.  
Archaeologists excavated Level B1 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level in only two portions of the 
unit: the northeast quadrant as well as a semi-circular area in the southwest portion of the unit 
where the soil stain was visible. The team did not excavate the remaining area of the unit. Level 
B1 was subsoil and 10YR 4/6 (Dark Yellowish Brown) mottled with 10YR 7/6 (Yellow) and 
10YR 5/6 (Yellowish Brown) silty clay in the northeast quadrant. The southwest quadrant of the 
unit was a fill layer and was mottled with 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) and 10YR 3/4 
103 
 
(Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay. Archaeologists recovered artifacts from the southwest 
quadrant of the unit including mortar, limestone, metal, charcoal, glass, and bone. The team also 
encountered a heavy concentration of limestone at the base of the level extending into EU 1. 
In 2010, the team reopened EU 4 to the 2005 closing elevation. EU 4 was situated north 
and outside of the builder’s trench, so after the exposure of the 2005 surface, no further 
excavations took place in this unit. 
Excavation Unit 5 
Archaeologists began the excavation of EU 5 in 2005 to investigate the boundaries of 
Feature 11, first detected in EU 2. EU 5 is north of EU 2. Level A1 was excavated as a 0.5 ft. 
arbitrary level. Level A1 was plow zone and mottled with 10YR 3/1 (Very Dark Grey), 10YR 
4/1 (Dark Grey), and 10YR 4/3 (Brown) silty clay. The team recovered artifacts throughout the 
level including metal, ceramic, shell, brick, glass, and clinker/slag.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A2 was plow zone 
and 10YR 3/3 (Dark Brown) silty clay slightly mottled with 10YR 4/3 (Brown) and 10YR 7/2 
(Light Grey) burned earth and ash. The team recovered artifacts throughout the level that 
included brick, glass, ceramic, metal, clinker/slag, and mortar.  
Archaeologists began Level A3 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A3 was plow zone and 
10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown). The team recovered artifacts throughout the level 
including metal, glass, clinker/slag, charcoal, ceramics, and brick.  
In 2010, archaeologists removed the previous excavation fill and opened Level A3 once 
again. From this point an arbitrary depth of 0.4 ft. amsl was excavated in order to define Feature 
12. Level A3 was labeled as cellar fill and consists of 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) 
loam soil. The artifacts recovered from Level A3 were nails, glass, ceramics, bone, brick, mortar, 
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metal fragments, and a heavy copper wire connector. The floor of Level A3 displayed a heavy 
concentration of charcoal and numerous artifacts displayed signs of burning. No further 
excavations took place in this unit. 
Excavation Unit 6 
Archaeologists began the excavation of EU 6 to determine the boundaries of Feature 11, 
first encountered in EU 2. EU 6 is west of E 2. They excavated Level A1 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary 
level. Level A1 was plow zone and 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) silty clay. The team 
recovered artifacts throughout the level including metal, ceramic, brick, and glass.  
Archaeologists excavated Level A2 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level A2 was plow zone 
and 10YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) silty clay. Archaeologists recovered artifacts throughout 
the level that included brick, glass, slag/clinker, ceramics, mortar, charcoal, and metal. At the 
base of Level A2, archaeologists encountered Feature 11 in the north half of EU 6.  
Feature 11 is described as a concentration of limestone first detected in EU 2 Level A3. 
This feature extended into the northern half of EU 6. The fieldstones uncovered in level A2 were 
a continuation of Feature 11 in EU 2. In EU 6, Feature 11’s dimensions were 3.5 ft. by 2.5 ft. 
Archaeologists interpreted a large fieldstone in the west half of the unit as possibly being a 
foundation corner stone. The team interpreted the feature as being the south wall of the 
foundation (Feature 12) encountered in EU 1. The fill of Feature 11 was 10YR 3/4 (Dark 
Yellowish Brown) and was mottled with 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) silty clay. The 
feature appeared to extend into the east and north walls of the unit.  
Archaeologists opened Level A2 of EU6 in 2010 and removed the back-filled soils. Level 
A2 was excavated to an arbitrary 0.4 ft. in order to level the floor with EU 2 and EU3. Soils 
removed from Level A2 were 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam in the northern half 
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and 10YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) clay in the southern section of the unit, a dividing line 
consistent with the large east west running stones that indicate Feature 12. Artifacts recovered 
from the feature fill in this level were brick, mortar, metal fragments, glass, charcoal, bone, and 
ceramics.  
Archaeologists began 2011 excavations on Excavation Unit 6 at level B1, after removing 
the backfill from the 2010 season. Level B1 consists entirely of cellar fill from Feature 12, and 
was excavated contextually until a context change was revealed (as a layer of rubble and brick). 
The sediment in Level B1 had a color of 10 YR 3/1 (Very Dark Grey) and a texture of silt loam. 
The southwest corner of this level contained a larger concentration of brick than the rest of the 
unit.  Artifacts contained in this level were bone, shoe parts, clothing, ceramic, glass, metal, 
charcoal, wood, and brick. Level B1 was closed when archaeologists hit a layer of rubble and 
brick, also present at the same depth in EU 13, the adjacent unit to the west.   
Level B2 was excavated by context, removing the layer of rocks, brick, and rubble. The 
sediment in this level had a color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), and a texture of silt 
loam. An abundance of artifacts were contained in this layer, including mortar, charcoal, shell, a 
button, slag, brick, ceramics, glass, bone, an eyelet, straight pins, a pencil, leather, nails, metal 
fragments, and wire. Level B2 was closed at the bottom of the rubble/rock fill.   
Level B3 was excavated at an arbitrary layer of 0.5 ft. The sediment in this level had a 
color of 10 YR 3/1 (Very Dark Grey), and a texture of silt loam. Excavators noted that the rocks 
in this level were somewhat larger in the southeast corner, and were similar to the rocks present 
at this depth in EU 14 (the adjacent unit to the east). Archaeologists found a concentration of 
charcoal, mortar, and brick in the southwest quadrant. Artifacts contained in this level were 
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metal fragments, brick, portions of a wasp’s nest, scissors, charcoal, nails, ceramics, glass, bone, 
one straight pin, and a metal button.   
Archaeologists found level B4 to be a level of ash, which was excavated contextually.  
The ash layer had a color of 7.5 YR 3/0 (Very Dark Grey), and was mottled with burned brick, 
charcoal, and mortar. Excavators found that the southeast quadrant of this layer contained a grey 
and pink ashy deposit, identical to the deposit in EU 14 at the same depth.  The remainder of the 
unit was a mixture of ash and mortar, with a large amount of burned bricks. Artifacts uncovered 
from the layer of ash included nails, ceramic, glass, brick, mortar, portions of a wasp’s nest, 
metal fragments, charcoal, leather, pencils, and a button.   
Level B5 consisted of a thin layer of cellar fill below the ash. The level was terminated 
when archaeologists reached culturally sterile soil. The color of the sediment in this layer was 10 
YR 5/4 (Yellowish Brown) with a texture of heavy silty clay loam. Excavators noted that the 
sediment was mottled with sterile soil, mortar, and a small amount of ash from the previous 
layer. Few artifacts were recovered from this layer, including: a copper fragment, glass, ceramic, 
shell, mortar, slag, nails, metal, brick, and bone.   
Excavation Unit 7 
In 2010, excavators placed EU 7 east and adjacent to EU 1, based on the data from the 
2004 geophysical survey, in an attempt to locate the northeast corner of the house foundation. 
The team excavated Level A1 to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in this level were 10YR 
3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam and the artifacts in the level included brick, flat glass, 
vessel glass, milk glass, brown glass, stoneware, whiteware, metal fragments, and one large nail.  
Level A2 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in Level A2 continued 
the plow zone layer, consisting of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The artifacts in 
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Level A2 were vessel glass, flat glass, melted glass, brick, mortar, nails, metal fragments, copper 
fragments, clothing buckles, bone, stoneware, whiteware, a pocket knife, an agateware doorknob, 
a furniture tack, and slag.  
The archaeologists excavated Level B1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. Level B1 was sub-
plow zone composed 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The artifacts recovered from 
Level B1 were nails, brick, mortar, whiteware, stoneware, Bennington-Rockingham ware, red 
paste stoneware, green vessel glass, clear vessel glass, brown glass, flat glass, charcoal, bone, 
and a table knife.  
Level B2 was excavated as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil from this layer was 10 YR 
4/2 (Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam. The artifact density decreased, but the level yielded 
mortar, nails, flat glass, vessel glass, whiteware, burnt Bennington- 
Rockingham ware, metal lid fragments, a metal buckle, metal fragments, bone, and a bone 
button.  
The team excavated Level B3 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. During the excavation of this 
layer the builder’s trench became visible in the northern wall as 10YR 5/4 (Yellowish Brown) 
clay. The remainder of the unit was cellar fill; 10YR 4/2 (Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam. 
Foundation stones from Feature 12 were situated along the northern and east walls of EU7. 
Foundation stones were also partially situated in the eastern wall of EU7, thus the builder’s 
trench is not visible in this unit. Artifacts from this level were flat glass, vessel glass, whiteware, 
metal fragments, and mortar. Excavation of EU7 was terminated with the exposure of Feature 
12.  
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Excavation Unit 8 
Excavation Unit 8 was inserted due east of EU 3.  Archaeologists excavated Level A1 to 
an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in this level were 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) 
loam and the recovered artifacts included brick, nails, charcoal, flat glass, vessel glass, milk 
glass, brown glass, stoneware, whiteware, metal fragments, and a milk glass button.  
Level A2 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in A2 continued as the 
plow zone with a color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The artifacts in Level 
A2 were vessel glass, flat glass, milk glass, mortar, nails, metal fragments, charcoal, bone, 
stoneware, whiteware, and slag.  
Level B1 was excavated as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. Level B1 was sub-plow zone, 
encompassing two deposits: 10 YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) clay and cellar fill 10 YR 3/2 
(Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The dividing line between cellar fill and sub-plow zone 
extended the entire width of the unit and did not capture the southeastern corner of the house 
foundation. The artifacts recovered from Level B1 were nails, brick, mortar, metal fragments, 
whiteware, stoneware, vessel glass, flat glass, charcoal, bone, and a bone button. EU 8 was 
terminated upon completion of Level B1, with the exposure of Feature 12. 
Excavation Unit 9 
Excavation Unit 9 was a 5 ft. x 15 ft. unit which connected the southern portion of EU 7 
and the eastern section of EU 8. The discovery of the foundation’s northeast corner in EU 7 
indicated that a unit larger than the usual 5 ft. x 5 ft. should be established in order to uncover the 
eastern wall. Level A1 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in this level were 
10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam and the artifacts in the unit included brick, mortar, 
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flat glass, vessel glass, milk glass, brown glass, stoneware, whiteware, metal fragments, nails, 
doorknobs, charcoal, bone, and slag.  
Level A2 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in A2 continued as plow 
zone with a color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The artifacts were extremely 
dense along the western portion of EU 9 (Figure 5.6). The artifacts recovered from Level A2 
were vessel glass, flat glass, milk glass, brick, mortar, nails, metal fragments, a buckle, bone, 
stoneware, whiteware, a pocket knife, shell, furniture tacks, milk glass buttons, a shotgun shell, 
shoe eyelets, bolts, a flatware handle, metal hardware, and slag.  
The team excavated Level B1 (5 ft. x 10 ft.) only in the north-central section of EU 9 in 
order to define the brick rubble pile. Excavating to the lower portions of the brick as a guide, 
Level B1 was excavated at 0.1 ft. Level B1 was sub-plow zone composed of 10YR 4/2 (Dark 
Greyish Brown) sandy loam. The artifacts recovered from Level B1 were nails, a tack, brick, 
mortar, whiteware, stoneware, vessel glass, brown glass, flat glass, charcoal, burnt wood, pipe 
pieces, bone, and a metal button.  
Level B2 was the southern section of EU 9 (a 5 ft. x 5 ft. unit) and excavated at an 
arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The soil from this layer was 10 YR 4/2 (Dark Greyish Brown) sandy 
loam. The artifacts from Level B2 were brick, mortar, nails, flat glass, vessel glass, whiteware, 
metal fragments, bone, and an 1862 penny. The penny was situated underneath a stone thought to 
be part of the foundation, possibly giving a construction date range for the house.  
The team excavated Level B3 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. During the excavation of this 
layer the builders trench became visible in the southern wall and was composed of 10YR 5/4 
(Yellowish Brown) clay. The remainder of the unit was cellar fill; 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish 
Brown) sandy loam. Foundation stones from Feature 12 are situated along the southern and 
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eastern walls of EU 9. Artifacts from this level were charcoal, whiteware, flat glass, vessel glass, 
and nails. Excavation of EU 9 was terminated with the exposure of Feature 12.  
 
Figure 5.6. Remains located beneath plow zone in EU 9. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
Excavation Unit 10 
Excavation Unit 10 is a 10 ft. x 10 ft. unit surrounded by the excavation units described 
above and was intended to increase exposure of the house cellar. The team excavated Level A1 
to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in this level were 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) 
loam and the artifacts in the unit included brick, flat glass, vessel glass, brown glass, stoneware, 
whiteware, nails, and charcoal.  
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Level A2 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The plow zone continued in A2 as 
a 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The artifacts recovered from Level A2 were 
vessel glass, flat glass, brown glass, brick, mortar, charcoal, nails, bone, stoneware, whiteware, 
slag, a button, and a pocket watch.  
Level A3 was excavated as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft., but archaeologists encountered a 
charcoal lens at 0.3 ft. and terminated the level. Level A3 was cellar fill; 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark 
Greyish Brown) loam with 10 YR 2/2 (Very Dark Brown) charcoal inclusions. Artifacts from 
Level A3 were separated into four sections: SW, SE, NW, and NE.  
Artifacts found in the SW region were nails, brick, mortar, metal fragments, whiteware, 
stoneware, vessel glass, flat glass, brown glass, slag, charcoal, bone, a shotgun casing, a Mason 
jar lid, and a porcelain doll leg. The artifacts recovered from the SE were flat glass, vessel glass, 
charcoal, whiteware, stoneware, nails, brick, bone, metal fragments, and a shotgun shell. The NE 
yielded flat glass, vessel glass, brown glass, milk glass, mortar, whiteware, nails, brick, charcoal, 
and metal fragments. Artifacts in the NW were flat glass, vessel glass, brown glass, a milk glass 
button, a shell button, slag, whiteware, stoneware, brick, nails, mortar, charcoal, bone, metal 
fragments, and a 1903 penny. A later cleaning of the floor and walls yielded a spoon, Mason 
milk glass lid liners, a Mason jar metal lid, flat glass, vessel glass, brown glass, a bottle neck, 
stoneware, whiteware, a metal spike, and a hurricane lamp wick and apparatus. EU 10 was 
terminated after the A3 floor cleaning. 
Excavation Unit 11 
Excavation Unit 11 was a 5 ft. x 15 ft. unit which extended west from EU1. Discovery of 
the northern foundation wall in EU 1 and EU 7 required that a larger unit be inserted in order to 
uncover the remainder of the north wall. Level A1 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. 
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The soils in this level were 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam and the artifacts in the 
unit included brick, flat glass, vessel glass, milk glass, brown glass, stoneware, whiteware, metal 
fragments, nails, charcoal, slag, and a button.  
Level A2 was excavated to an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The soils in A2 continued the 
plow zone that was a 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) loam. The artifacts recovered from 
Level A2 were vessel glass, flat glass, brown glass, milk glass, brick, nails, metal fragments, 
bone, stoneware, whiteware, leather, charcoal, and a horse shoe fragment.  
Archaeologists began excavating Level A3 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. but encountered 
a charcoal lens at 0.1 ft. and terminated the level. Level A3 was cellar fill 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark 
Greyish Brown) loam with 10 YR 5/8 (Yellowish Brown) clay in the floor of the western portion 
and 10 YR 7/6 (Yellow) clay in the eastern portion. Artifacts recovered from the level were nails, 
mortar, metal fragments, whiteware, stoneware, vessel glass, flat glass, brown glass, slag, 
charcoal, bone, and a shell. 
The team excavated Level B1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. Level B1 was sub-plow zone 
composed of 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam in the central region, 10YR 4/2 
(Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam mottled with 10 YR 5/4 (Yellowish Brown) in the west, and 
10 YR 4/2 (Dark Greyish Brown) clay mottled with 10 YR 5/4 (Yellowish Brown) clay in the 
eastern portion. The artifacts recovered from Level B1 were nails, metal fragments, brick, 
mortar, vessel glass, brown glass, flat glass, charcoal, burnt wood, slag, and bone.  
Level B2 was excavated as an arbitrary 0.2 ft. level in order to determine the extent and 
depth of the clay in the eastern section. The soil color and texture was identical to B1: 10YR 3/2 
(Very Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam in the central region, 10YR 4/2 (Dark Greyish Brown) 
sandy loam mottled with 10 YR 5/4 (Yellowish Brown) in the west and 10 YR 4/2 (Dark 
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Greyish Brown) clay mottled with 10 YR 5/4 (Yellowish Brown) clay while the eastern portion. 
The artifacts in level B2 were vessel glass, nails, bone, stoneware, and charcoal.  
With the eastern and western clay sections defined, archaeologists continued excavations 
in EU 11 by subdividing the unit into a 5 ft. x 5 ft. section adjacent to the western clay soils. The 
team started excavation of Level B3 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. but encountered charcoal at  
0.1 ft. depth. The soil from this layer was 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam. 
The artifacts from Level B3 were charcoal, slag, mortar, nails, flat glass, whiteware, stoneware, 
and a metal fragment.  
Level B4 was excavated as an arbitrary 0.5 ft. level. B4’s soil was cellar fill with a color 
of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown) sandy loam. Artifacts from this level were whiteware, 
stoneware, brick, mortar, metal fragments, charcoal, slate, vessel glass, flat glass, and bone. 
Archaeologists continued with Level B5 as a 0.5 ft. arbitrary level. Level B5 was darker 
in color than previous level; 10 YR 2/2 (Very Dark Brown) sandy loam. The artifact density 
continued to decrease, yielding only nails, brick, charcoal, mortar, stoneware, and flat glass. 
Additionally, stones similar to those in EU 1 and EU 7 were visible in the northern portion of 
Level B5. The western portion was probed and a course of stones were discovered 0.2 ft. below 
the bottom of B5.  
Level B6 was excavated as an arbitrary 0.3 ft. level in order to expose the foundation 
stones in the western portion of the unit. The cellar fill was 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish 
Brown) sandy loam. Only a few artifacts were found in Level B6: mortar, vessel glass, flat glass, 
nails, whiteware, and a metal fragment. Excavation of EU11 was terminated with the exposure of 
Feature 12.  
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Excavation Unit 12 
Excavations were begun with the plow zone in A1, at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. from the 
datum (NE corner). This unit was placed adjacent to F 12, making it the westernmost unit of the 
trench excavated in 2011. The sediment had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) with a texture 
of sandy loam. Artifacts recovered from this unit include charcoal, slag, a dense scatter of brick, 
bone (cottontail rabbit, possibly intrusive), whiteware, stoneware, metal, nails, and glass.  
Level A2 was a continuation of the plow zone, and as such was excavated at an arbitrary 
level of 0.5 ft. The sediment in this layer had a color of 7.5 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown), and at the 
base of level A2 the color was uniform throughout.  Level A2 had a texture of sandy loam. 
Excavation uncovered a N-S plow scar visible at 0.9 ft. below datum on the west side of the unit, 
but this disappeared by 1.0 ft.  The density of artifacts decreased notably by the bottom of the 
level. Artifacts recovered include ceramics, brick, charcoal, tooth fragments, buttons, an eyelet, 
slag, metal, and flat and curved glass.   
Level A3 was almost entirely culturally sterile, and was excavated to terminate at the 
same depth of the adjoining unit, EU 13. The color of this level was 10 YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish 
Brown) throughout, with a texture of silty loam. The only artifact recovered from this level was 
one fragment of colorless glass. This unit was then closed, with these excavations determining 
that EU12 lies entirely outside Feature 12. 
Excavation Unit 13 
The team began excavation of Level A1 as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The sediment had a 
color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown), and the texture was silt loam. Artifacts recovered were bone, 
slate, charcoal, brick, metal, nails, button, ceramics, vessel glass, milk glass, and flat glass. 
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Excavators removed level A2 (plow zone) at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The sediment in 
the unit had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown), with a texture of silt loam. At the close of the 
unit, the soil began to gradually get lighter to the west, where the texture changed to silty clay 
loam. Mortar mottling was present in the southeast portion of the unit. Artifacts uncovered from 
this level included metal, mortar, charcoal, brick, ceramics, glass, bone, shell, and one example 
of lead gun shot.  
Level A3 was also excavated at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft., and at the base of the level, 
these excavations exposed the western edge of Feature 12.  Level A3, at the eastern 2/3 of the 
unit, had a color of 7.5 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown), and exhibited silt loam texture. The western 1/3 
had a color of 7.5 YR 4/4 (Dark Brown) and a texture of silty clay loam. Artifacts uncovered 
from this level included ceramics, metal, brick, mortar, flat glass, curved glass, leather, bone, 
charcoal, coal, mortar, a bead, a button, and several other clothing items.   
Level B1 was excavated to expose the rubble layer just beneath Level A3, which was also 
visible in EU 14 at the same depth. As the western third of EU 13 consisted of sterile soil at this 
level, B1 only existed in the eastern 2/3 of EU 13. Excavators noted that this level contained high 
concentrations of charcoal and mortar. Artifacts uncovered from this level included glass, 
ceramic, and nails. Excavators observed a distinct context change within EU 13 matching that in 
EU6; as a result this level was closed. 
The team excavated level B2 at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. This level’s stratum consisted 
of cellar fill, notably large amounts of stone and brick, with the brick concentrated in the 
southeast corner. This rubble/fill context continued east into EU 6. The sediment in this level had 
a color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), with mottling of sterile soil on the west side, 
which had a color of 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown). The sediment in Level B2 had a silt loam texture. 
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Artifacts recovered from this level included bone, ceramic, a gun flint, flat glass, mortar, brick, 
metal, and charcoal.   
Level B3/a1 was excavated at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. This level began a new context, 
beneath the rubble/rocks removed from level B2. The level’s stratum consisted of cellar fill. The 
sediment in level B3 had a color of 7.5 YR 3.2 (Dark Brown), and on the west 1/3 of the unit was 
mottled with subsoil of a 10 YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) color. The sediment had a texture 
of silt loam. Artifacts recovered from this unit included mortar, charcoal, ceramic, brick, glass, 
metal, nails, leather, bone, a button, and a brass fountain pen tip. Excavators reported that level 
B3 contained a concentration of medium to large sized rocks in the northwest corner and also 
exhibited a large amount of brick and charcoal in the southeast corner. 
Level B3/a2 was excavated at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft., continuing within the same 
context of B3/a1. The sediment in this level had a color of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown), and on the 
west 1/3 continued to show mottling of 10 YR 4/4 (Yellowish Brown). The texture of this 
sediment was silty clay loam. This level contained a medium concentration of brick, as well as 
small to medium sized rocks. The excavators reported a continuance of the concentration of 
charcoal and mortar in the southeast corner. Artifacts uncovered from this level include brick, 
charcoal, ceramic, nails, metal, a bolt, and several fragments of burned nut shell. 
Level B3/a3 was begun as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The sediment in this level had a 
texture of silty clay loam. The feature fill portion of the unit had a color of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark 
Brown), while the west third of the level contained sterile soil with a color of 10 YR 4/4 (Dark 
Yellowish Brown).  Artifacts contained in this level included nails, copper, burned glass, mortar, 
fragments of wasp nests, brick, and charcoal. The level was concluded when archaeologists 
uncovered a layer of burnt mortar and ash.   
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Level B4 was an ash layer from the house burning (Figure 5.7), and archaeologists 
excavated this level contextually. This layer had a color of 7.5 YR 3/0 (Very Dark Grey), a 
texture of ash, and showed inclusions of sand and decomposing mortar. Artifacts recovered from 
the ash layer were ceramic, brick, mortar, glass, one metal ring, charcoal, and nails.   
Archaeologists excavated level B5 contextually. This level consisted of the sediment 
beneath the ash layer, and was terminated when archaeologists reached sterile soil. The 
sediments in this layer had a color of 7.5 YR 4/4 (Brown), and a texture of silty clay loam. 
Artifacts in this level were few, consisting only of one nail and one shard of glass. 
 
Figure 5.7. Ash layer near bottom of Feature 12. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
Excavation Unit 14 
Excavations in 2010 removed the plow zone from EU 14. In 2011, excavations began at 
the top of the cellar fill of Feature 12, in level B1. Level B1 was excavated contextually, and 
consisted of a dense lens of artifact fill within the cellar. The sediments in this layer had a color 
of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), and a texture of silt loam. Archaeologists noted that 
this layer was mottled with charcoal throughout, and that some bones were recovered from what 
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may be a metal pot in the SE corner. Artifacts recovered from this dense rubble fill consisted of 
shell, leather, slag, mortar, a shoe eyelet, metal lids, whole bottles, a pocket knife, a buckle, 
buttons, a metal caster, brick, bone, charcoal, flat glass, ceramics, metal, and glass.   
Level B2 was removed at an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The sediments in this layer of cellar 
fill had a color of 10YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), and a texture of silt loam. 
Archaeologists noted that medium to large rocks were present, clustering in the S-SW quadrant 
of the unit and continued into EU 14; excavators hypothesize that this may represent some kind 
of wall fall from the foundation. The level continued to have a large amount of artifacts 
(although not quite as dense as the previous layer), including bone, ceramics, glass, shoe leather 
(heel), buttons, glass, metal, mortar, charcoal, whetstone fragments, brick, and slate.  
Archaeologists removed level B3 at an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The sediments in this 
layer had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown), and a texture of sandy clay loam. The rocks 
exposed in the previous level continued in this level in the southern quadrant, but were smaller. 
Artifacts recovered from level B3 included leather, mortar, charcoal, brick, ceramic, glass, a 
clothing hook, a buckle, slate, a lock plate, metal, nails, bolts, wire, bone, shell, white metal, a 
bead, buttons, and straight pins. 
Level B4/a1 was excavated at an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. The sediments in level B4 had 
a color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), and a texture of sandy clay loam. 
Archaeologists reported that the south quadrant of the layer was mottled with 10 YR 5/8 
(Yellowish Brown), and a sandy concentration of 10 YR 7/2 (Light Grey). In addition, the layer 
was mottled with charcoal, mortar, and brick throughout. Excavators noted that the rocks 
continued to get smaller, and the amount of brick increased towards the bottom of the layer. 
Artifacts uncovered from this unit were slate, brick, slag, charcoal, glass, ceramic, fragments of a 
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wasp’s nest, metal buttons, glass buttons, tacks, metal, nails, wire, a bolt, white metal, milk glass 
buttons, and bone.   
Level B4/a2 was a continuation of the B4 context, excavated contextually until 
archaeologists came to the ash layer. This thin layer had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown), 
and continued to be mottled with sandy ash and charcoal, with a texture of sandy clay loam. 
Artifacts excavated from this layer were bone, pipe fragments, wasp’s nest fragments, charcoal, 
ceramic, glass, burnt brick, nails, white metal, slag, and fragments of other metal.   
Archaeologists excavated level B5, a layer of ash and charcoal, contextually. This layer 
was mottled with sand, ash, mortar, and charcoal, and had a mottled color of 10YR 3/3 (Dark 
Brown), 10 YR 6/2 (Light Brownish Grey), 10 YR 5/2 (Greyish Brown), and 10 YR 5/6 
(Yellowish Brown). Excavators encountered a “rainbow” colored patch in the western quadrant, 
and opted to excavate that separately. Level B5, consisting of ash and charcoal, was 
predominated by bricks, and artifacts recovered were charcoal, bone, wasp’s nest fragments, 
glass, brick, nails, metal, and ceramics. 
Level B6 consisted of the “rainbow” colored section of the ash layer, and was excavated 
contextually. The sediments in this layer had colors of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown), 10 YR 2/1 
(Black), 10 YR 6/2 (Light Brownish Grey) and 10 YR 5/6 (Yellowish Brown). Artifacts 
recovered from this layer were bone, ceramics, metal, nails, charcoal, and glass.  
Level B7 was the terminal layer of this unit, consisted of a thin layer of cellar fill below 
the ash layer, and was excavated contextually until archaeologists reached culturally sterile soil, 
a yellowish clay. The level sloped in depth from the NE (highest) to SW (lowest).  The 
sediments in this layer had a color of 7.5 YR 6/6 (Reddish Yellow), and a texture of sandy clay 
120 
 
loam. Few artifacts were uncovered from this layer, including bone, shell, a button, charcoal, 
ceramics, glass, a tack, a coin, and metal fragments.   
Excavation Unit 15 
Previous excavations had removed the plow zone from EU 15, and excavations in 2011 
began below the backfill, at level B1. This level was excavated contextually, removing the cellar 
fill/rubble layer and closing when the rubble layer was removed. Level B1 consisted of cellar 
fill/rubble artifact concentration, had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) and a texture of silt 
loam. Excavators noted that this layer was mottled with small charcoal bits throughout, and 
mortar and sand in the NE corner. Archaeologists encountered a large portion of burned wood in 
the SE quadrant, as well as an ash deposit containing burnt earth and metal artifacts.   
Level B2 was removed at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. Archaeologists note that this layer of 
cellar fill contained fewer artifacts than the previous level, and contained more rocks and rubble. 
The sediment in this layer had a color of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown), and a texture of silt loam. 
Excavators noted that this level was mottled with mortar and charcoal. Artifacts uncovered from 
this layer were leather, a gun flint, mortar, textile fragments, charcoal, slate, bone, brick, 
ceramics, metal, flat glass, and vessel glass.   
Archaeologists removed level B3 at an arbitrary level of 0.6 ft., and it consisted of cellar 
fill. The sediments in this layer had a color of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown), and a texture of silt 
loam. Numerous artifacts were recovered from this layer, including brick, slate, a whetstone, 
charcoal, mortar, ceramics, glass, eyeglasses, leather, bone, buttons, glass bead, nails, barrel 
strapping, a buckle, wire, and unidentified metal fragments.    
Level B4 was excavated contextually, and closed when archaeologists came to a layer of 
ash and charcoal. The sediments in this layer continued to have a color of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark 
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Brown), but the texture had changed to sandy clay loam. Artifacts recovered from this level 
included buttons, nails, glass, metal, charcoal, ceramics, bone, a burnt wasp nest, and 
burnt/melted glass. 
Excavators removed level B5, a layer of ash and charcoal, contextually. This level also 
had a pronounced slope from south (higher) to north (lower). The sediments in this layer were 
mottled with ash, charcoal, and mortar, and the overall color was 10 YR 3/1 (Very Dark Grey), 
mottled with 10 YR 7/4 (Very Pale Brown). The texture throughout was ash. Archaeologists 
discovered a large burnt timber through the center of the unit, which was removed in segments 
for later testing and species identification. Artifacts removed from this layer included ceramics, 
glass, charcoal, mortar, bone, nails, wasp’s nests fragments, metal fragments, and buttons.   
Level B6 was the terminal layer of this unit, consisting of a thin layer of cellar fill below 
the ash layer, and was removed contextually until archaeologists encountered sterile soil. 
Artifacts uncovered from this layer included carved shell, bone, brick, tacks, a button, glass, 
mortar, ceramics, charcoal, metal, nails, and burnt timber fragments.   
Excavation Unit 16 
Excavations in 2010 removed the plow zone in Excavation Unit 16. In 2011, excavations 
began at level B1; an arbitrary level of cellar fill excavated at 0.5 ft. The sediment in this level 
had a color of 10 YR 3/3 (Dark Brown) with a texture of silt loam. Excavators noted that this 
level was mottled with charcoal. The level also exhibited small burning stains. Artifacts 
uncovered were numerous, and included metal, ceramics, vessel glass, flat glass, bone, burned 
glass, mortar, brick, slate, buttons, charcoal, slag, eyelets, canning jar lid liners, leather, 
whetstone fragments, eyeglasses, a hairpin, a buckle, bottles, shell, wood, a bullet casing, and a 
shotgun shell.    
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Excavations of the cellar fill, level B2/a1, began with an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The 
sediments in Layer B2/a1 had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown), and a texture of silt loam. 
This layer of cellar fill yielded an abundance of artifacts, including plaster, mortar, brick, 
stoneware, yellowware, whiteware, charcoal, leather, eggshell, glass buttons, metal buttons, 
bone, white metal, glass, hardware, metal fragments, and nails. 
Level B2/a2 was excavated at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The cellar fill in this level had a 
color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), with a texture of silt loam. At the close of this 
level, a layer of large rocks were beginning to show. Artifacts uncovered from this layer included 
bone, ceramic, leather, charcoal, glass, shell, a fork, metal fragments, mortar, brick, a metal 
button, and a porcelain doll leg.   
Level B3 was a rocky layer beneath the previous layer of fill, included a large amount of 
rocks, and was excavated at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. The sediment in this level had a color of 
7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown), and a texture of silt loam. Archaeologists report that this level was 
also mottled with clay deposits throughout. Artifacts uncovered in this layer included bone, 
brick, mortar, burned nutshell, a metal tack, a straight pin, milk glass buttons, glass, ceramic, and 
metal fragments.  
Archaeologists excavated level B4/a1 at an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. This level had a 
color of 7.5 YR 3.2 (Dark Brown) with a texture of silt loam, and was mottled with 10 YR 4/6 
(Dark Yellowish Brown) with a texture of silty clay loam. Excavators reported that the rocks 
present in the previous level terminate at about 3 ft. below datum, and also noted a concentration 
of large, flat rocks along the eastern wall. Archaeologists also noted that the largest concentration 
of artifacts was near the top of the level, decreasing with depth with the exception of a bottle 
fragment found very deep in the level. About one foot in from the north and west walls, 
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excavators encountered a sandy sediment concentration, and in the center of the unit, a 
concentration of “reddish clay”.  Artifacts uncovered from this layer were a horseshoe, a metal 
round coupling, a straight pin, mortar, charcoal, nails, a bolt, a metal button, glass, ceramics, 
metal fragments, and bone. 
Level B4/a2 was removed contextually by archaeologists. The southern half of this layer 
exposed sterile soil, while the northern portion came down on an ash layer. This layer had a color 
of 10YR 4/3 (Dark Brown). This level shows clearly the outer limits (on the southern side) of the 
ash layer. Artifacts uncovered from this layer included bone, nails, other metal, mortar, ceramic, 
glass, buttons, and charcoal.   
Archaeologists excavated level B5, a layer of ash and charcoal, contextually. This level 
consisted of the northern half of EU16, the half that had not terminated in sterile soil up to this 
point. The ash layer in this level was multi-colored due to mixtures of sand, mortar, and charcoal 
and had a mottled color of 10 YR 6/3 (Pale Brown), 10 YR 5/2 (Greyish Brown), and 10 YR 3/1 
(Very Dark Grey). The texture of the sediments in this layer was all ash and sand. Excavators 
noted that there was a large intact piece of burnt wood found in the northwest quadrant of the 
level, and also that a circle of heavy clay was noted in the corner of the unit, approximately 3 ft. 
in diameter.  Artifacts uncovered in this layer were dominated by nails, but also included 
ceramics, charcoal, bone, copper, glass, and unidentified metal. 
Level B6 consisted of a thin layer of cellar fill below the ash layer, and was excavated 
contextually. The sediment in this layer had a color of 7.5 YR 3/2 (Dark Brown) and a texture of 
sandy clay loam. Metal dominated the artifact assemblage recovered from this level, but 
ceramics, glass, bone, and beads were also found. This unit was closed when the layer terminated 
on sterile soil.  
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Excavation Unit 17 
EU 17 was opened adjacent to Feature 12 on the east side, making it the easternmost unit 
in the 2011 trench. The opening layer for excavations of EU 17 began at A1, a sod and plow 
zone layer, with an arbitrary depth of 0.5 ft. This level consisted of sediment with a color of 10 
YR 4/3 (Dark Brown), with a silt loam texture. Artifacts uncovered in this layer included brick, 
mortar, glass (including flat glass, vessel, and milk glass), ceramics, charcoal, slag, bone, 
buttons, and metal fragments.   
Excavations on level A2 were undertaken as an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft. as well, as the 
stratum consisted of the plow zone. The sediment had a color of 10 YR 4/2 (Dark Greyish 
Brown), with a silt loam texture. Artifacts uncovered were glass, bone, brick, charcoal, metal 
fragments, ceramics, and one marble. Excavations in A2 revealed a stain (color 10 YR 3/2, Very 
Dark Greyish Brown) in the SE corner of the unit, which was identified as a possible post mold. 
This area was pedestaled throughout the excavation of the next level, A3. 
Level A3 was also excavated at an arbitrary level of 0.5 ft., and terminated at culturally 
sterile soil. The majority of the sediment in this level had a color of 10 YR 4/4 (Dark Yellowish 
Brown), with an area of 10 YR 3/4 (Dark Yellowish Brown) on the western edge of the unit 
(bordering F 12). Few artifacts were uncovered from this unit, including whiteware, milk glass, 
glass, bone, wood, charcoal, brick, mortar, and metal fragments. The stain revealed in Level A2 
was pedestaled, and was observed to continue through level A3.  
Feature 41 
Feature 41 was assigned to the post mold revealed in EU 17, in Levels A2 and A3 (Figure 
5.8). In level A3, Feature 41 was pedestaled, then bisected to expose the profile of the feature.  
The top of the feature was at a depth of 1 ft. from EU 17’s datum (the SE corner) and the bottom 
125 
 
at 1.5 ft.  The sediment within the feature had a color of 10 YR 3/2 (Very Dark Greyish Brown), 
and the texture was silt loam. Excavators observed mottling of charcoal and mortar within the 
feature, and there were no artifacts recovered from Feature 41. The team hypothesized that this 
could possibly be the remains of a support post for a porch. 
 
Figure 5.8. Post mold (Feature 41) in EU 17 of Feature 12. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
 
Feature 11 
 During excavations in 2005, portions of a limestone foundation wall were discovered in 
Block 13, Lot 4. Those and any other limestone rocks found within the rectangular foundation 
wall were labeled as Feature 11. Further portions of the feature were exposed during the 2010 
field season, when nearly the entire cellar feature was exposed in plan view to the level of the top 
layer of foundation stones in most units.  
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Feature 12 
 Feature 12, which encompasses the remaining portions of the cellar including the fill, was 
also first discovered and labeled during the 2005 excavations. The excavations of 2010 exposed 
nearly all of Feature 12 in plan view, and the excavations of the 2011 season saw a trench bisect 
the feature just south of the mid-line. The full extent and description of Feature 12 will be 
discussed further in the following chapter.  
VI. Comparative Sites 
In addition to archaeological and historical data gathered from the Louisa McWorter 
house in New Philadelphia (discussed above), several other sites within the town will be 
analyzed and compared in this study. Though multiple home sites have been discovered and 
excavated within New Philadelphia, only Louisa McWorter’s and the two discussed below will 
be used in this analysis. These two comparative sites are historic single-family homesteads that 
have been archaeologically investigated via full-feature excavations, have significant and 
documented material assemblages, have had their probable residents identified via historical 
documentary research, and fall within the same relative date range as Louisa McWorter’s home 
(1835-1900). This comparison and analysis, found fully in Chapter 6, highlights patterns that 
existed within and across these households, in terms of demographics, material culture remains, 
or historical events. These patterns speak to larger similarities in identity construction, especially 
in terms of race and gender, throughout the Midwestern frontier of European and African-
American settlement in the 19th century.  
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Figure 5.9. Map of New Philadelphia; the red dots show the location of both comparative sites. (Ensign 1872) 
 
 
A. Spaulding Burdick Household (Block 4, Lot 1) 
 Spaulding Burdick and his family were listed as residents of New Philadelphia on the 
1850 census, which lists them as white and from New England. Burdick’s wife was born in 
Massachusetts, and Burdick himself and their two sons were born in New York State before they 
moved to Illinois and settled in New Philadelphia, living on Block 4, Lot 1. Spaulding was listed 
on the 1850 census as a shoemaker, though it is possible he was also farming land around the 
town (United States Bureau of the Census 1850). 
 Feature 7, excavated in 2006, consists of the remains of a pit cellar, while Feature 13, 
also excavated in 2006, represents the remains of a well adjacent to the cellar. Artifacts from 
both features date to the late 1840s and early 1850s, which is consistent with the census 
information, providing an occupation date of the 1840s and 1850s. These data indicate that this 
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pit cellar represented the remains of what was likely one of the first cabins built within the town. 
The adjacent well was filled in with rubble and debris from the cabin upon its removal from the 
site. Both the well and pit cellar were covered over and sealed sometime before 1867, as that 
year’s tax rolls show Block 4 Lot 1 as unimproved (Shackel et al. 2006). 
B.  David Kittle and John Sider Households (Block 4, Lot 1) 
David Kittle (sometimes written as Kettle) and his wife Sophia likely moved to New 
Philadelphia in the late 1840s and were listed on the 1850 census. David was a merchant and 
may have operated a store in the area, or was involved in the local market economy by working 
out of his home. The Kittles came to Illinois from Ohio, were classified as white, and had no 
children listed on the census. They sold the lot to John and Augusta Sider (sometimes written as 
Sidner or Sinder) in 1858, who remained on it until 1869. John died in 1863, but Augusta 
apparently lived there until selling the property (United States Bureau of the Census 1850). 
 Feature 19, excavated in 2006, was approximately 5 x 6 ft., with a depth of 3 ft. It is 
likely the remains of a storage cellar, but it may have been originally used as a privy then later 
sealed with a lens of clay and used as a cold storage cellar or a simple refuse pit. The artifacts 
within it date mostly to the 1850s and early 1860s, which could place its association with either 
(or both) families’ occupation, but it is likely associated with the Kittle family due to their longer 
occupation of the site (Shackel et al. 2006). 
VII. Interpretation 
The multi-year excavations on Block 13 revealed several features and thousands of 
artifacts, all revealing more information about the life of Louisa McWorter and her family. Two 
features, the house foundation or cellar and well, will be discussed in depth in the following 
chapter. These two features were investigated more thoroughly than others, and yielded large 
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amounts of information about the former residents of Block 13. Restrictions on more complete 
excavations of other features and anomalies from this site were placed on excavators because of 
the length of field seasons, not due to lack of interest. Future field investigations at New 
Philadelphia and on Block 13 will likely reveal more information than this dissertation study 
currently has available.  
 The following chapter will detail and discuss the results of the excavations of Feature 12, 
as well as an analysis and interpretation of the recovered artifacts. The comparative sites 
discussed above will also be discussed further, presenting the artifact assemblages from each 
site, the interpretation of each, and how the assemblage excavated from Louisa McWorter’s 
home site compares and contrasts with them.  
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CHAPTER 6: 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS 
 
 One of the only descriptions of the house on Block 13 at New Philadelphia is given by 
Lorraine “Larry” Burdick in a written description and memory map of the town site when he was 
a child. Burdick, born in 1928 and raised in the immediate vicinity of the historic town, wrote 
down his memories of the site in the 1970s (Burdick n.d.). Though they may be distorted by 
time, they are the only known ‘pictures’ of the building that was the home of Louisa McWorter. 
The [house] was located south of the center of the park [Block 8]. It was a 
large two-story house with multi-pane windows. The house had a full basement 
with an inside and outside entrance. A large single story room on the rear served 
as a kitchen. There was a small porch on the front and a large porch along the 
kitchen in the rear. There were two Pine trees in the front yard. There was a barn 
and a well. 
The house burned to the ground in the [sic] Dec 7, 1937. The man who 
rented the house at the time set a metal can of cylinder oil on the stove to heat to 
pour into his old car to get it started. The oil overheated and exploded and set the 
building ablaze. Not enough water was available to stop the fire. 
In the 1930’s the well had a wooden platform, a well box, and a pulley 
arrangement for drawing water with a bucket. The well was filled in with rocks 
from the surrounding fields after the house burned. The site of the well could 
probably be found by probing in the ground for the pile of rocks. 
A privy was located behind the kitchen about thirty feet. It was opposite the well. 
My father owned the property in the 1930’s. I purchased the land from my father 
May 1971 (Burdick n.d.). 
 
 As noted above, this description provided the only known details about what the Louisa 
McWorter home site looked like, as no photos of the property are known to exist. There is, 
however, an existing photograph of a house somewhere near New Philadelphia that was owned 
by other McWorter family members. Based on the above description by Burdick and on 
archaeological evidence, it is likely Louisa’s home looked similar to this other McWorter home 
(Figure 6.1).  
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Figure 6.1. Another McWorter family home somewhere near New Philadelphia,  
with unidentified McWorter family members in front. 
(Photo credit: McWorter Family Descendants) 
 
This chapter presents and analyzes the results of the excavations of the Louisa McWorter 
home site on Block 13 of New Philadelphia. The primary season of excavation on the site was 
2011, when the cellar feature was bisected, but information from previous seasons and from the 
excavation of the well are also discussed below. This information provides a more complete 
picture of not just the occurrences on the block but also the lives of those that lived on it, 
specifically the Louisa McWorter family.  
Part I presents an analysis of the major and identified features on Block 13, a well and a 
cellar, discussing their excavation and resulting conclusions of function and possible above-
ground forms. Part II focuses on the recovered artifacts from these features, including both the 
material culture and faunal remains. The interpretation of the assemblage is presented, based on 
the overall percentage of artifact types and the presence of particular artifacts or artifact types. 
Part III discusses the artifact assemblages of other households within New Philadelphia; those 
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which were discussed previously in Chapter 5 as comparative sites. These assemblages are 
juxtaposed with the assemblage found on Block 13, with similarities and differences between 
them analyzed for historical meaning and importance.  
The final part of this chapter brings the data presented in the previous sections together 
for an overall assessment and interpretation of the information gained from excavation and 
research into Louisa McWorter’s history at New Philadelphia. The material excavated from 
Block 13 shows that Louisa and her family were living a lifestyle similar to that of other 
denizens of New Philadelphia, and other rural farmers in frontier Illinois. This finding is in 
opposition to previous evidence of the African-American material experiences differing from 
that of European Americans in urban areas during this same period (Mullins 1991a; 1991b). 
This, in turn, suggests larger differences between rural and urban areas in the 19th century in 
terms of race and gender roles and the acceptance of those who seemed to deviate from the 
expected norm. 
I. Analysis of Block 13 Excavations  
Block 13, one of the properties owned by Louisa McWorter, was the subject of study 
during three seasons of excavation. The block was initially explored using geophysical survey 
methods (Hargrave 2010) and minimal excavations in 2005. The features discovered during 
these initial investigations were then the main subjects of larger-scale excavations in 2010 and 
2011. One of the features was a well, exposed in plan view and bisected in 2010. The other 
feature proved to be a house foundation and cellar, which was fully exposed in plan view in 
2010, and partially excavated with a bisecting trench in 2011 (Shackel et al. 2005; Agbe-Davies 
et al 2011; Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013).  
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In 2010, the entire outline of the house foundation was exposed along the remaining top 
layer of the stacked fieldstones, allowing a full view of the size, shape, and location of the house 
within the block (Agbe-Davies et al. 2011). The 2011 excavators laid out an excavation trench, 5 
ft. wide x 35 ft. long, which bisected the cellar feature. Within the trench, five of the seven total 
units were within the feature, while two units were placed outside the limits of the feature for a 
control view of the surrounding sterile soil. The archaeological reports for each unit and level are 
detailed in the previous chapter (Chapter 5), providing relational information as well as soil color 
and texture data. The following two subsections discuss the results of those excavations more 
broadly, analyzing the overall results and interpretations of each feature. 
A. Well (Block 13, Lot 3) 
Archaeological investigation began when the excavation team inserted 1-inch soil core 
test probes into the space occupied by an anomaly detected by geophysical survey. The team 
established a grid at one-foot intervals that extended beyond the anomaly’s borders to detect 
buried features or soil color changes. The anomaly displayed varied soil colors, and contained 
some stone, which made some of the soil cores unobtainable. Due to these discoveries, 
excavation units were inserted to further test the area. The team inserted eight excavation units 
(EU11-18) and subsequently discovered Feature 40 (Figure 6.2). 
At approximately 1.1 ft. below surface level (bsl), Feature 40 became visible. Feature 40 
was circular in shape and displayed mottling of soil colors. After determining the extent of 
Feature 40, archaeologists chose to bisect the feature and continued excavations in the eastern 
half. The team decided to use the baulk separating Excavation Units 11, 12, 16 and 17 from 
Units 13, 14, 15, and 18 to provide a natural boundary for the feature bisect, and to provide a 
profile of the feature (Figure 6.2) 
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Excavations continued to an approximate depth of 4.0 ft. bsl, at which point the 
excavation team interpreted Feature 40 to have been a well due to the shape and the materials 
discovered during field work (Figure 6.2). There were approximately 275 artifacts found within 
Feature 40, with date ranges falling within the latter half of the 19th century through the early 
20th century. 
 
Figure 6.2. Profile view of Feature 40. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
Many large stones were discovered within the feature, and were removed from the 
eastern half during its excavation. The majority of the stones had flat finished surfaces that 
would have been ideal for foundation or wall construction (see Figure 6.3). Archaeologists were 
unable to reach the bottom of Feature 40 to confirm that it was in fact a well; however the soils 
did become moist at the lower depths due to the increasing proximity of the water table. The 
Burdick memory map, discussed at the beginning of this chapter, displays a well in the general 
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location of Feature 40. The memory map and datable artifacts, discussed in detail later in this 
chapter, place the well in existence during the same period as the house on Block 13, Lot 4 
(Feature 12). 
 
Figure 6.3. Stones excavated from within Feature 40. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
 
B. Cellar (Block 13, Lot 4)  
During the 2005 excavation season, teams discovered a portion of the house foundation 
which likely belonged to Louisa McWorter and her family, indicated by property deed records 
and other historical research (Chapter 4). In 2010, archaeologists set out to expose the entire 
foundation in plan view to learn the full dimensions of the 1870s home. The excavation team 
first removed the back fill from the six excavation units (EU1-6) in order to pick up where the 
previous team had left off.  
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After cleaning the wall and floor of the units, the team inserted additional units to 
discover the eastern portion of the foundation. Excavation Unit 7, a 5x5 ft. unit, was inserted 
adjacent to and east of EU 4. At approximately 2.5 ft. below surface level (bsl) the team 
discovered the northeast corner of the foundation. EU 8 and 9 were inserted along what was 
assumed to be the southern portion of the east-west foundation wall. The team was able to 
discover the builder’s trench, and in the southern corner the excavation team discovered an 1862 
penny between foundation stones, providing a possible building date range for the construction 
of the second house on the lot (Figure 6.4). 
 
Figure 6.4. Penny embedded with foundation stone remains. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
With the northern and southeastern corners located, the team inserted a 5x15 ft. 
excavation unit (EU9) to uncover the entire eastern wall. After the removal of the plow zone, the 
team encountered large amounts of ceramics, glass, brick and mortar, a large portion of which 
showed evidence of burning. The bricks appeared to have fallen from south to north and in one 
singular event.  
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Excavation continued toward the center of the house foundation in order to uncover and 
determine the depth of the cellar. EU10, a 10x10 ft. unit, was placed adjacent to and west of 
EU9. The eastern portion of EU10 continued to display evidence of burning and high artifact 
densities. The western portion of EU10 contained fewer artifacts and following the ash and 
charcoal layer was much more difficult. Due to the large quantity of burned brick, this eastern 
portion of EU 10 may have been the location of the fireplace or may represent part of the burned 
remains of the house from the second fire event. Excavation Unit 11 was inserted adjacent to 
EU4 in order to determine the location of the northern foundation wall and the overall length of 
the house. The team was able to discover a builder’s trench along the western wall and the 
foundation’s northwestern corner at approximately 2.5 ft. bsl.  
After the discovery of the three foundation corners it was determined that Louisa 
McWorter’s home was approximately 20 ft. long east to west and 15 ft. long north to south 
(Figure 6.5). The southern foundation stones were approximately 1.25 ft. bsl whereas the 
northern foundation stones were nearly 2.5 ft. bsl. It is feasible that foundation stones were 
removed during the demolition of the house after the 1937 fire, and may have been reused or 
disposed of elsewhere. 
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Figure 6.5. Feature 12 exposed in plan view, at the end of the 2010 excavation season. 
The approximate boundaries of the feature are outlined in blue. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
The 2011 excavations laid in an excavation trench, 5 ft. wide x 35 ft. long, which bisected 
the cellar feature (Feature 12), but in total excavated slightly less than half of the cellar fill. 
Excavating half or less of a feature is done in accordance with National Park Service protocols, a 
process that has been followed throughout all excavations at the New Philadelphia town site. The 
southern edge of the trench was placed approximately two feet north of the southern wall of the 
cellar, which brought the northern wall of the trench to the approximate midline of the feature. 
The trench was placed in such a manner as to investigate the stratigraphy of the cellar in profile 
on both sides of the trench, as it provides more information about occupation layers in the cellar 
fill, rather than exposing the remains of the southern foundation wall, constructed of dry-stack 
fieldstone.  
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Within the trench, five of the seven total units were mostly within the feature (13, 6, 14, 
15, and 16), while two units were placed outside the limits of the feature (12 and 17) for a 
control view of the surrounding sterile soil and to facilitate observation of a more definite eastern 
and western edge of the cellar. The excavation team first removed the backfill from the 
previously dug units (6, 14 and 15 which were the southern half of unit 10 in 2010, and 16, 
which was the middle 5x5 ft. square of EU 9 in 2010) in order to pick up where the previous 
team had left off (Figure 6.6). After cleaning the wall and floor of these units, the team began 
excavating in them and the adjacent new units in earnest.  
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Figure 6.6. Excavation units in Block 13, Lot 4. 2011 units (in italics) 
superimposed on 2005 and 2010 units. (Image credit: NPAP) 
 
Aside from varying densities of artifacts, there were few changes in the soil stratigraphy 
throughout the depth of the trench. Culturally sterile soil was reached at an average of 4.5 ft. 
below surface level (bsl) across the trench (Figure 6.7). At an average of 4 ft. bsl, a layer of ash 
was discovered, containing bits of burned wood, large burned logs that appeared to have fallen in 
situ, and a multitude of burned and melted artifacts just above the ash layer (Figure 6.8). This 
combination of remains is interpreted as the answer for the house’s initial disappearance from the 
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tax rolls; it likely burned down, prompting the family to move to Quincy for a few years. They 
seem to have returned to New Philadelphia and rebuilt the house on the same foundation, as 
artifacts closer to the surface have date ranges putting them further forward in time. This second 
house is the one that caught fire in 1937, after the house and land were no longer owned by the 
McWorter family (Barry Adage 8 December 1937). 
142 
 
 
Figure 6.7. The bisecting trench through Feature 12, at the culturally sterile bottom. 
(Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
143 
 
 
Figure 6.8. Ash layer found near the bottom of Feature 12. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
 
Beginning at the bottom of the previous season’s excavation, the three center units of the 
trench displayed an average one foot thick concentration of artifacts. The range of dates from this 
concentration and the artifacts from the other units within the trench fell within the latter half of 
the 19th century, approximately 1850 until 1900. This relative date range puts the excavated 
artifacts within the period of McWorter family occupation of the house site.  
The eastern and western ends of the feature showed evidence of a partially collapsed 
cellar wall and house foundation made of dry-stacked fieldstone. There were pieces of bricks and 
mortar in the feature fill, and though there were not enough to argue for a brick foundation, it is 
likely that the fireplace/chimney stack was constructed of brick. The eastern and western cellar 
boundaries align with the general dimensions of the feature uncovered in the previous excavation 
season; that of a roughly 20 ft. square cellar/house foundation.  
This size cellar, along with the overall depth of the feature, supports the notion that the 
Louisa McWorter home had a full basement-style cellar, not just a shallow storage space. This 
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matches Burdick’s written memory report of the home, which stated the house had a full 
basement. Remains of a possible exterior access door to the basement may have been discovered 
in the 2010 season, but were not further explored in 2011 (Agbe-Davies et al. 2011). There was 
also a post mold discovered in the southeast corner of Unit 17, the easternmost unit of the trench 
(Figures 6.6 and 6.9). It was roughly 6 ft. from the edge of the feature, and may be the remains of 
a lean-to kitchen, which was also mentioned in Burdick’s account of the property. 
 
 
Figure 6.9. Post mold (Feature 41) in Unit 17 of Feature 12. (Photo credit: NPAP) 
 
 
II. Analysis of Block 13 Artifacts 
Artifact analysis began with artifact identification and cataloguing, using the system in 
place for the New Philadelphia project, the National Park Service’s ANCS. All artifacts 
excavated from New Philadelphia have been curated and accessioned into the Anthropology 
collection at the Illinois State Museum. Artifacts were identified with as much specificity as 
possible, in the attempt to discover information such as location and date of manufacture, 
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decorative type and technique, intended and/or actual uses, cost, date of discard, and other types 
of information that artifacts may provide about their users. Examples of this type of information 
can include things such as gender (medicines made for women), age (child’s toys), or political 
affiliations (electoral campaign paraphernalia).  
In addition to this type of information about each household, the total numbers (sherd 
counts, where applicable) and percentages of types of artifacts within each feature were tallied in 
order to gain information that could be more easily compared to artifact information from other 
sites. These comparisons can allow for discussion of such social characteristics as possible 
household income, cooking or food preferences, clothing styles, agricultural techniques, methods 
of construction, adherence to popular cultural movements, religious traditions, or ethnic/cultural 
affiliations.  
Differences in these comparisons between households within and outside of New 
Philadelphia may be explained by such things as the gender, race, ethnicity, religion, changes in 
popular culture or societal structure, differential market access, a change in the head of 
household or the household/family make-up, or differences in or changes to socioeconomic 
status (Baugher and Venables 1987; Brighton 2001; McBride and McBride 1987; Shackel 1998). 
The potential reasons for any observed differences between the assemblage from the Louisa 
McWorter site and others in New Philadelphia and throughout Illinois will be discussed later in 
this chapter. 
 A. Material Culture  
 
The material culture excavated from the well and cellar on Block 13 totaled over 20,000 
artifacts and varied greatly by type (http://core.tdar.org/dataset/392018/new-philadelphia-
excavation-database-2004-2011). Both features contained artifacts indicating what is typically 
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considered a household assemblage: ceramic and glass vessels, some tools and hardware, 
children’s toys, clothing and personal adornment items, and pieces of furniture. Overall trends in 
the assemblages in each feature are discussed below, as well as some individual and particularly 
remarkable and/or diagnostic artifacts and their potential to tell more of the story of Louisa 
McWorter and her family. 
 1. Well (Feature 40; Block 13, Lot 3)  
Within the well feature, general and architectural metal hardware and sherds of ceramic 
vessels made up a large portion of the roughly 3,000 artifacts. Glass vessel shards were also 
present, but were of a relatively low percentage. Several portions of smoking pipes were also 
found, as well as a portion of a doorknob and part of a glass food canning jar finish (wax ring 
seal finish). The doorknob and wax ring seal finish were dated to a specific time range, putting 
the feature likely in existence in the later portion of the 19th century, with the earliest date range 
for an artifact originating in 1850 (Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013).  
One particularly diagnostic artifact discovered in the plow zone over Feature 40 was the 
uniform button of an Enlisted Civil War soldier (Figure 6.10). Two similar buttons were also 
discovered within the cellar feature on Block 13, one potentially belonging to a Civil War 
Officer’s uniform (Agbe-Davies, Fay, et al. 2013). In addition to giving a specific date range to 
at least one period of occupation on the block, the discovery of these buttons supports 
documentary and oral history data that noted some of the New Philadelphia townspeople joined 
the Union forces during the Civil War. It is possible these buttons could have belonged to either 
of Louisa’s brothers Thomas or Simeon Clark or her son Squire McWorter, who may have 
brought them back to New Philadelphia upon their return from the war after serving in the 38th 
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U.S. Colored Infantry out of Michigan for one-year enlistments (National Archives and Records 
Administration 2007). 
The artifact assemblage from the well speaks to what it was likely used for in its later 
years: a refuse pit. Wells, cisterns, and other deep holes around a farmstead were often used as 
refuse pits after they were no longer being utilized for their primary function. Noting the likely 
processes of an artifact assemblage’s creation can help to highlight the functionality of the 
feature itself, as well as any potential differences in the artifact assemblage. The idea that this 
well feature, after its use for retrieving water was no longer needed, became a convenient place 
to throw things away points to why its assemblage may be somewhat different in overall artifact 
counts and types than another type of feature, such as a butchering pit or food storage area. 
 
 
Figure 6.10. Button from Civil War enlisted soldier’s uniform recovered from Feature 40.  
(Photo credit: Doug Carr, Illinois State Museum) 
 
148 
 
The artifact assemblage from the well feature shows some differences and some 
similarities to the cellar feature’s assemblage. While the features both have similar types of 
artifacts, the well’s assemblage is noticeably smaller in total number of recovered artifacts, and it 
does reflect a different use pattern. As mentioned above, this feature was most likely used as a 
garbage pit after its primary function of retrieving water was either no longer needed or no 
longer feasible. However, the two artifact assemblages can be considered to be from the same 
depositional period, given the date ranges of the recovered artifacts from both features. This 
suggests that the McWorter family were using both features at the same time during their tenure 
on Block 13. 
 2. Cellar (Feature 12; Block 13, Lot 3)  
Artifacts from the excavations within the footprint of the house owned by Louisa 
McWorter indicate an assemblage for a domestic site. Excavations produced stoneware, 
earthenware, porcelain, glass, metal, and organic artifacts, with whiteware and stoneware 
ceramic sherds, glass vessel shards, and metal hardware dominating the assemblages. The cellar 
assemblage did present a slightly different patterning to that found within the well feature. 
Though both contained the above-mentioned household goods, they were far more plentiful in 
number and variety in the cellar. This is likely due to the fact that while a well is a place where 
items tend to be thrown away after use, a cellar is a place where items are used, stored, 
occasionally lost, and typically only thrown away when the cellar is no longer in primary use. 
All the datable artifacts recovered fall within a date range that includes the occupation of 
the home site by the McWorter family. The average date ranges of the artifacts from the cellar 
fall between 1840 and 1880. This date range suggests that most if not all of the recovered 
artifacts were likely used by the McWorter family while they were in residence in the house on 
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Block 13. The datable artifacts are associated with Feature 12 could have been used by Louisa 
and Squire and their family during their occupation, or after Louisa’s death when her daughter 
Lucy McKinney and Lucy’s family inhabited the house.  
 Several noticeable trends were evident in the artifact analysis of Feature 12, especially 
when the assemblage was compared to those of other house sites within New Philadelphia. The 
most notable and surprising pattern that emerged from the material assemblage was that it was 
quite similar to most other domestic assemblages within the town site in terms of overall 
constitution and the price/cost level of the items. There were some initial expectations that the 
assemblage excavated from the Louisa McWorter site would be comparatively different from 
other households in town given their differences in demographic information, such as gender or 
race.  
 Though the overall compositions of the material assemblages excavated from sites within 
New Philadelphia are very similar, Louisa McWorter’s assemblage did have some minor variants 
within it. This assemblage had a higher percentage of stoneware vessels than others in town, and 
it appeared to have fewer alcohol bottles than other excavated domestic assemblages. Though 
these differences are notable, they are not as large a difference as may have been expected based 
on previous material consumption studies focusing on racial factors in purchase, use, and 
discard, specifically those undertaken by Paul Mullins (Mullins 1999a; 1999b).  
Mullins focused on African-American communities in urban centers on the east coast of 
the United States, specifically Annapolis, Maryland, and based on differences seen in their 
material assemblages when compared to those of European-American (or white) families, 
African American families had notably different material patterning. Based on those assemblages 
excavated, Mullins observed that African-American families tended to purchase brand-name 
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items more often than generic or local, store-brand items. He theorized that these families did so 
in order to avoid any potential racist storeowners who may overcharge for their wares or try to 
sell expired or lesser quality merchandise to non-white customers. By purchasing more brand-
name items, a customer is better assured about the quality of the product as well as the relatively 
fixed price for it. In this way, the material consumption patterns of these African-American 
families hinted at the racist system they were living in and navigating within an urban 
environment (Mullins 1999a; 1999b). 
While Mullins’ thesis may hold true for most urban areas, it does not seem to hold true in 
more rural towns or for homes on the frontier. Though some brand-name products were 
recovered, Louisa McWorter’s material assemblage did not have a large number nor did the 
overall collection have a noticeably larger percentage than other families within New 
Philadelphia. The rest of this section will: discuss ceramic and glass artifacts as large 
contributors to the cellar’s assemblage, present a few distinctive or diagnostic artifacts in detail, 
and present the two instances when Louisa McWorter’s material artifacts differ from those found 
in other domestic sites within the town. A few distinctive or diagnostic artifacts will also be 
discussed below.  
Approximately 4,500 of the roughly 20,000 artifacts from the cellar feature were ceramic, 
including whiteware (low-fired white clay earthenware with a glaze), stoneware (vitreous or 
semi-vitreous ceramic fired to be nonporous, may or may not be glazed), yellowware (low-fired 
yellow clay earthenware with a glaze), or porcelain (high-fired, vitrified ceramics usually made 
from kaolin clay and glazed). Ceramics dating earlier than whiteware, which was mass-marketed 
by the late 1820s/early 1830s, were not discovered in the cellar feature. In terms of relative 
percentages, Feature 12 yielded more stoneware than other features, with an approximate 50-
151 
 
50% split between stoneware and whiteware (Figure 6.11). Other households in town displayed 
smaller amounts of stoneware relative to whiteware, only approximately 20-25% of overall 
ceramics. This finding suggests that Louisa and her family were storing or cooking more food 
than others in town, due either to the larger number of people living in the house, to sell 
preserves as an extra source of income, to assist family members or friends in the area, or 
perhaps storing and preserving food as paid work for others in town. This may also signal a 
preference for local goods, as stonewares are usually more difficult to transport and were 
therefore typically acquired from more local vendors. 
 
 Number Percentage 
Stoneware 2054 49% 
Whiteware 2123 50% 
Porcelain 46          1% 
   
Total 4223  
Figure 6.11. Chart showing total sherd number and percentage of ceramic assemblage  
for the major ceramic types from Feature 12. 
 
The whiteware portion of the ceramic assemblage did not have many matching vessels 
suggesting a potential lack of matching sets of dishware, did not have any singular items which 
would have been notably expensive, and bore maker’s marks from many manufacturers from 
Europe (Figure 6.12), and some from the Eastern coast of the United States. The presence of 
items definitively manufactured outside of the immediate local area signifies that Louisa and her 
family were tied in to the larger world market economy. They may have been able to purchase 
some foreign-made items in local stores, like the one that existed on Block 4 within New 
Philadelphia, or they may have acquired them from mail-order catalogs. 
This disparity between urban and rural material access and acquiring patterns speaks to 
elements of culture and social difference. Individuals and families living away from urban areas 
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would have needed to be able to create things on their own or know a neighbor who could assist 
them, which can create a rather tight-knit and interdependent social group. 
 
 
Figure 6.12. Whiteware vessels recovered from Feature 12 showing English maker’s marks. 
 
Nearly 11,000 of the approximately 25,000 recovered artifacts from the cellar were 
shards of glass vessels. This count excludes architectural window glass and personal items such 
as glass marbles, but does include unidentifiable vessel glass shards. This reveals that nearly half 
of the recovered assemblage was comprised of glass artifacts (Figure 6.13), which may be 
because the McWorters used glass more often than other types of materials in their household, or 
it may be because glass breaks more easily than ceramic or metal, so it would occur in the 
household refuse more often.  
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 Number Percentage 
Window Glass Shards 1034 9% 
Bottle Shards 1124 10% 
Jar Shards 97 >1% 
Jar Lid Liner Shards 261 2% 
Drinking Vessel Shards 58 >1% 
Unidentified Vessel Shards 8298 73% 
Miscellaneous Glass 
Artifacts 
 ~5% 
   
Total 11,325  
Figure 6.13. Chart showing total number of identified glass shards and numbers/percentages of those 
identified as bottles, canning jars or lids, and drinking vessels from Feature 12. 
 
Many recovered glass artifact fragments belonged to Ball/Mason canning jars or their 
milk glass lid liners, both showing variety in shape, color, and design (Figure 6.14 and 6.15). 
Mason’s canning jars were patented in 1858, and several updates and changes to the seal, lid, and 
shape were made before Ball took over the canning jar industry, making the two names nearly 
synonymous with food canning glass jars (Lindsey 2010). The presence of canning jars supports 
the idea mentioned previously that Louisa and her family were likely preserving a portion of 
their own food either for personal use or to sell for additional income. Multiple glass drinking 
vessels were also discovered, varying from stemmed vessels likely for wine or cocktails to more 
typical pressed glass tumblers, likely for everyday use (Figure 6.16).  
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Figure 6.14. Two of many Ball/Mason jars recovered from Feature 12. 
 
 
 
Figure 6.15. Assortment of milk glass canning jar lid liners recovered from Feature 12. 
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Figure 6.16. Assortment of glass drinking vessels recovered from Feature 12. 
 
The remaining portion of the glass assemblage belongs to various types of bottles (Figure 
6.17). The large majority of identifiable bottles are from varieties of medicines or substances 
used to promote health. Some bottles were able to be identified as to what they contained and 
where they were manufactured, and all have an original invention or mass-marketing date in the 
latter half of the 1800s: DK Weiss, a Druggist in Barry, Illinois, Vaseline, Pond’s Extract, JR 
Watkins, Osgood’s India Cholagogue (used to promote the discharge of bile), Dr. Kilmer’s 
Swamp Root (for stomach issues), Dr. King’s New Discovery (for throat and lung issues), 
Fletcher’s Castoria (likely castor oil which is often used as a laxative for children), Dr. McLean’s 
Strengthening Cordial, and Kendall’s Spavin Cure (a veterinary medicine for a bony enlargement 
in horses, but was also advertised for human use). It is important to note that not only was the 
family using a local druggist from Barry, they were also acquiring and using patent medicines 
and other products which were either purchased at local stores or ordered from catalogs.  
The smaller portion of identifiable bottles found from the cellar feature were alcohol 
bottles, which could be due either to personal or religious choices by the family, or a recovery 
and identification bias in the excavations. Identifiable beverage bottles all came from local 
sources, some from Reisch Brewing Company in Springfield, Illinois, one from a soda company 
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in Quincy, Illinois, and one from the Rex Bottling Company in East St. Louis, Illinois, all with 
manufacturing date ranges beginning in the mid 1800’s through the early 1900’s.  
 
Figure 6.17. Assortment of glass bottles and a pressed glass bowl, all from Feature 12. 
 
The remainder of the artifact assemblage consisted of architectural hardware, tools made 
of various metals, children’s toys, clothing-related items such as buttons, pins, hook and eyes, 
buckles, and clips, and other assorted personal items. The presence of architectural hardware 
such as nails, bricks, mortar, and various tools was expected given the nature of the property as a 
frontier farm during its occupation, and the two fire events on the property which likely caused 
damaged hardware to remain in the surrounding soils. Some hardware or tool items were not 
identified, such as one particular artifact which was found in several pieces throughout the cellar 
feature (Figure 6.18). This appears to be a type of chain, likely one used for an agricultural 
implement or machine, but an exemplar image was never located for confirmation.  
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Figure 6.18. Portion of unidentified chain recovered from Feature 12; possibly from an agricultural implement. 
 
 
 Number 
Hardware/Architectural 7,375 
Clothing Items 337 
Personal Items 129 
  
Total 7,841 
 
Figure 6.19. Chart showing total number of artifacts split into categories of hardware/architectural 
artifacts, clothing items, and personal items, all from Feature 12.  
 
Many personal use or clothing items were also discovered, including many buttons, pins, 
clasps, buckles, and clips. One such clip was a suspender clip with the word ‘President’ 
impressed upon it (Figure 6.20). ‘President’ refers to the brand of the suspenders, which were 
manufactured for both adults and children beginning in the latter half of the 19th century. 
Another personal item recovered, to the surprise of the excavation crew, was a nearly complete 
pocket watch (Figure 6.21). Though it was missing the face, many of the internal mechanisms 
were present within the watch when it was recovered and cleaned. An 1837 Hard Times Token 
from the New York Joint Stock Exchange Company was found within the cellar feature as well 
(Figure 6.22), puzzling excavators as to how it ended up in frontier Illinois. Hard Times Tokens 
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served as unofficial currently during the economic depression in the late 1830’s through early 
1840’s; this particular coin served as currency at the Merchant’s Exchange building in New 
York. The coin may have been acquired by a McWorter family member or friend during travels, 
sent to New Philadelphia as a souvenir, or acquired in any number of other ways. Further 
research into the movements and travels of the McWorters may eventually provide a likely 
provenance for the token.  
An intact trivet was found (Figure 6.23), providing a hint to cooking methods within the 
McWorter home. Trivets are traditionally used as stands for hot dishes, either while being 
cooked over an open flame if made of metal, or as a ‘hot plate’ to provide a barrier between the 
hot dish and the surface it is placed upon. This particular trivet is triangular in shape with the 
handle that culminates in a heart shape. The trivet is made of wrought iron, making it possible 
that it was locally made either in New Philadelphia or in a nearby community.  
 
 
Figure 6.20. Suspender buckle recovered from Feature 12. (Photo credit: Doug Carr, ISM) 
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Figure 6.21. Remains of a pocket watch excavated from Feature 12. (Photo credit: Doug Carr, ISM) 
 
 
 
Figure 6.22. Hard Times Token found in Feature 12. (Photo credit: Doug Carr, ISM) 
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Figure 6.23. Intact iron trivet recovered from Feature 12. The handle has a heart-shaped opening on the end. 
All of the artifacts mentioned above combine to tell more of the story of Louisa 
McWorter and her family. The material assemblage excavated from the cellar reveals that: the 
family was likely preserving a great deal of their own food for their use or to sell; were making 
use of local resources and merchants for things like beverages and medical assistance; may have 
been purchasing items such as ceramic dishes and patent medicines from local stores or catalogs; 
did not seem to have many (if any at all) matching sets of dishware, as was common throughout 
the frontier context (Kulikoff 2000; Martin 1995); and did not seem to purchase many 
‘expensive’ goods, but still had a multitude of personal items to reflect their personality in 
appearance or home furnishings. The larger and more theoretical implications of the material 
assemblage reviewed above and the faunal assemblage presented below will be discussed in 
detail in the concluding section of this chapter.  
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B. Faunal Remains  
 Food waste, typically found in the form of faunal remains (bones of animals) in an 
archaeological context, can be very telling about a family’s lifestyle. Food remains can provide 
clues to a household’s cultural affiliations, religious restrictions, farming and hunting practices, 
nutrition, participation in a market exchange, and socio-economic standing (Reitz and Wing 
2008:5). What is consumed can hint at the greater meaning and symbolism tied to food, which is 
linked to larger social relationships, identities, and cultural mores (Franklin 2001b:88). 
Analysis of the food remains found on Block 13 is presented below, and is based on the 
2011 faunal report prepared by Dr. Terrance Martin and field school students Amanda Burtt and 
Kaila Akina. This discussion includes finds that are considered both naturally intrusive to the 
features and those which were the result of human hunting and cooking. Faunal remains from 
both the well and cellar features on Block 13 are discussed together in this section. The dateable 
material culture from the assemblages does place both features within the same period of use, 
which means they were likely being used during the same period by the McWorter family, and 
can thus be considered together in analysis. Though these faunal remains were discovered in the 
two different features which, for material culture purposes have differing functions, for the 
purpose of disposal of food waste, both features may have been treated in the same manner.  
More than 1,000 animal remains were excavated from the well and cellar on Block 13, 
with the majority (slightly over 75%) coming from Feature 12, the cellar. A total of 32 animal 
taxa were identified from the features, with the cellar feature having the majority of the diversity 
with 27 taxa. The majority of the remains recovered were those of mammals, though some birds, 
reptiles, amphibians, fish, and bivalves were also present within the assemblage (Martin, Burtt, 
and Akina 2013).  
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Mammals, by both count and biomass, comprised the largest portion of the faunal 
assemblage from Block 13. The largest contributing taxa were cattle and swine, together making 
up the large majority of the mammal assemblage. Other mammal taxa recovered were sheep/goat 
(the two species are indistinguishable with only skeletal remains), domestic cat, rat, mouse, 
opossum, deer, squirrel, rabbit, mink, mole, vole, skunk, and a dog or coyote. One interesting 
find was the right ulna of a gray wolf that had knife-cut marks on the surface, likely the result of 
removing the pelt for proof of the kill, which would be required to claim an offered bounty. The 
presence of this bone in the cellar feature is evidence of hunting of wolves in order to protect 
livestock herds, a practice that was encouraged in many areas in Illinois (Martin, Burtt, and 
Akina 2013).  
 Bird remains were present in the Block 13 assemblage and while the majority were bones 
of domestic chickens, some remains of turkey, bobwhite, Canada goose, medium-sized duck, and 
small songbirds were also recovered. Raising domestic poultry was certainly within the norm for 
a frontier farmstead, and was very common in the diets of many American regions. Louisa was 
also listed in the 1880 agricultural census as owning and raising yard poultry (United States 
Bureau of the Census 1880), which also provides a historical/documentary link to the 
archaeological presence of avian remains. The presence of domestic taxa such as chickens, cattle, 
and swine provides evidence to support the census information stating Louisa and several other 
McWorters were raising livestock both to feed their own families and to sell at market.  
  Some fish remains were recovered, the vast majority being from buffalo fish, with only 
one fragment from a bowfin. Both species would have been locally available, and may have been 
either caught by the family or purchased from others in the area. Fish remains have not been 
abundant within New Philadelphia, with only four other species of fish identified throughout the 
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site (Martin and Martin 2010). Mollusk shells were also present, half of which were identified as 
species of freshwater mussels, with the other half being from marine taxa. The marine shells are 
from species that typically occur along the South Atlantic Coast, so they would have been 
brought to the area by individuals on their travels, or may have been purchased by the family for 
some other use. 
Reptiles and amphibians were represented in the faunal assemblage, with bones 
from a medium-sized snapping turtle, toads, and frogs present. The turtle may have been 
processed for food and would have been transported to New Philadelphia from a nearby 
pond or creek, while the toads are naturally occurring animals in the region. The frogs 
were likely also transported from a nearby water source, and one tibio-fibula from a frog 
shows remodeling of a fracture, which suggests it may have been kept as a pet. If the frog 
had been left in the wild with a broken leg, it is unlikely the fracture would have had time 
to heal before it was eaten by a predator.  
 Some modifications were found on several recovered remains, mostly in the form of 
butchering and processing of the animals for meat. Evidence of chopping and sawing was found 
on the remains of cattle, swine, opossum, and sheep/goat, suggesting they may have been 
consumed as part of the family’s diet. It is also possible that the sheep was being raised primarily 
for its wool, after the opening of a mill in Barry circa 1850 (Martin and Martin 2010), and that 
the opossum and wolf were processed for their pelts. Modifications to animal bone were also 
discovered in the form of animal bone handles on dining utensils, recovered from the cellar 
feature. It is unknown, however, if these were purchased commercially or created by a McWorter 
family member or other local artisan. 
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 The faunal assemblage follows a dietary pattern typically found in the Upland South 
region of the United States. The Upland South includes the states of Kentucky, West Virginia, 
and Tennessee, as well as portions of Missouri, Illinois, Arkansas, Indiana, Ohio, Georgia, South 
Carolina, and Virginia. This dietary pattern tends to rely heavily on meat from swine, corn, and 
the hunting of wild species (Martin and Martin 2010). Given Louisa’s origins in the Upland 
South region, it is not surprising that the food remains recovered from her home site generally fit 
within the dietary pattern found in that area, including domestic swine and the presence of wild 
taxa like deer, rabbit, turtle, and squirrel.  
The domestic species recovered also match with those animals listed on the agricultural 
census entries as being raised on Louisa’s property, including cattle, swine, domestic fowl, and 
sheep/goat. The presence of invasive Norway rats also suggests the reason for the presence of 
domestic cats, which are often used to control the number of rats or mice on farms. The overall 
faunal assemblage suggests that Louisa and her family were both raising domestic livestock and 
hunting wild taxa in the area in order to supplement their diet. 
III. New Philadelphia Households  
Two additional domestic sites in New Philadelphia have been excavated and have had 
their historical tenants identified via census documents and tax records. These two sites, like 
Louisa McWorter’s home site, through their archaeological features and recovered artifact 
assemblages, can provide details on the social structure of the rural community. These 
assemblages align similarly with the main components of the assemblage excavated from the 
Block 13 cellar feature, and will be explained in further detail below. 
A smaller-scale study similar to the analysis in this dissertation project was undertaken 
by Paul Shackel (Shackel 2010). He compared the artifact assemblages of several households 
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within New Philadelphia in order to discuss the potential effects that facets of identity have on 
material consumption patterns.  According to Shackel’s analysis, the artifact assemblages of five 
household sites within New Philadelphia (including the two used as comparative sites for this 
project) show evidence of participation in the broader consumer society, and the similarities of 
the glass and ceramic vessels across the households are indicative of similar access to markets 
across the town site. All the consumers purchased contemporary fashionable wares, and all had a 
relatively high proportion of medicine bottles, which can be indicative of self-medicating 
practices (Shackel 2010).  
None of the households had matching sets of ceramic vessels, though they may have been 
available for purchase through the local markets or through mail-order catalogs. None of the 
households appeared to differ in their material assemblages based on the ethnic heritage of the 
occupants, as reflected in historical documentary evidence. Shackel suggests that despite 
differences in ethnic backgrounds, places of origin, gender, and occupation, the households 
likely consciously chose to acquire and utilize similar assemblages of material culture. He argues 
that this similarity was likely the result of social affiliations and purposeful choices by 
consumers in these New Philadelphia households, because the local markets provided a variety 
of affordable goods from which consumers could select (Shackel 2010).  
This dissertation builds upon the research foundation created by Shackel in his 2010 
study, by investigating further into the meaning behind the various assemblages and their 
similarities and differences. This analysis also includes the Louisa McWorter assemblage, which 
was not fully excavated at the time of the 2010 publication. Based on new evidence from the 
McWorter assemblage and the known identities of the families that lived at the two other sites, a 
more detailed analysis can be given and the community situated better within the larger social 
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structure of the era as a result. The excavations and assemblages of the two comparative sites are 
detailed below, followed by an overall comparison and discussion of these two with the 
McWorter assemblage. 
 A. Spaulding Burdick Site (Block 4, Lot 1) 
The Burdick site consists of Features 7 and 13, a pit cellar and a well, respectively. Both 
features were initially discovered through geophysical methods and further explored through 
excavation in the 2005 and 2006 field seasons. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the 
recovered artifacts give the features a date from the 1840s through the 1850s, and both features 
were likely covered over by the mid-1860s. The large concentration of rubble found within the 
well feature suggests that the house was dismantled rather quickly with a large amount of the 
house’s architectural materials, such as window glass, mortar, and nails, discarded into the well 
before both were completely filled in.  
 The majority of the Feature 13 (well) assemblage consists of architectural remains, where 
Feature 7 has more domestic refuse given its function as a pit cellar (Figure 6.24). The glass 
vessel assemblage, though only comprising a very small percentage of the overall assemblage, 
included drinking cups and several bottle fragments, both medicinal and beverage. A variety of 
ceramic artifacts were recovered, showing more earthenware sherds than stoneware, though most 
of the earthenware sherds were whiteware and bore decorations which indicate the pieces would 
not have been very expensive. The large pieces of mortar recovered were likely used as chinking 
for the house that sat over the pit cellar (Feature 7). This home, based on the large pieces of 
mortar in the assemblage, was likely made of stacked logs. 
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F 7 & F 13 Number Percentage 
Earthenware Sherds 1,555 29% 
Stoneware Sherds 144 3% 
Bottle/Jar Shards 16 >1% 
Unidentified Glass Container Shards 317 6% 
Architectural/Hardware Artifacts 2,183 41% 
Personal/Clothing Items 39 >1% 
   
Total 5,380  
Figure 6.24. Table showing artifact count, divided by material type, from the Spaulding Burdick site, Block 3, Lot 3.  
The faunal assemblage from the Burdick site shows a majority of cattle and swine, as 
well as other domestic animals such as chicken and goat/sheep. Remains of several wild species 
were also recovered, including prairie chicken, turkey, Canada goose, various fish, and 
freshwater mussels. This pattern may suggest the Upland South dietary pattern, which tends to 
rely more on swine and wild species. However, it may also be that the Burdick family was 
adapting their diet to whatever species were locally available, whether or not they fit in their 
familiar regional diet. 
These features, with their 1840s-1850s date ranges, provide evidence for what were likely 
the first structures built within the borders of New Philadelphia. The date range of the associated 
artifacts also suggests that this cabin was not occupied for long, likely built sometime in the 
1840s and gone by the early 1860s. The absence of artifacts dating to after the 1860s suggests 
that the pit cellar and well features were likely covered over or filled in shortly after cabin was 
dismantled. 
 B. David Kittle/John Sider Site (Block 4, Lot 1) 
 The Kittle/Sider site (Feature 19) included a likely storage cellar, which may have also 
been used as a privy or refuse pit at some point. The cellar or pit was constructed with dry-
stacked field stones, meaning mortar was not used to bind them. Both families lived on the site 
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during the date range of the recovered artifact assemblage, the 1850s through early 1860s. This 
makes a specific determination of which family is responsible for the artifact assemblage 
difficult. The Sidner family occupied the site for a longer period of time, however, so it may be 
more likely that they are responsible for majority of the assemblage. 
 The glass artifacts were more numerous than other material types in this assemblage and 
more numerous than the glass vessels from the Burdick assemblage (Figure 6.25). One glass 
vessel had the word ‘Union’ embossed onto it as well as two clasping hands. This imagery likely 
references the Union of the states during the Civil War and may be one of the last artifacts 
deposited in the feature before it was filled in. The ceramic artifact pattern seems to be very 
similar to the Burdick assemblage, in that there were more earthenware sherds than stoneware, 
and there were not many ceramic vessels that would have been considered expensive at the time. 
The majority of the decorated earthenware artifacts were transfer-printed whitewares. 
 
 Number Percentage 
Earthenware Sherds 431 13% 
Stoneware Sherds 172 5% 
Bottle/Jar Shards 106 3% 
Unidentified Glass Container Shards 381 11% 
Architectural/Hardware Artifacts 1707 50% 
Personal/Clothing Items 23 >1% 
   
Total 3435  
Figure 6.25. Table showing artifact count, divided by material type, from the Kittle/Sider site, Block 3, Lot 5. 
  
The pit feature also had a fairly large faunal assemblage, one dominated by cattle bones. 
Domestic swine is also present, but to a much lesser degree than has been found at other sites 
within New Philadelphia. Domestic chicken was present and made up the majority of identified 
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bird remains from the feature. Recovered wild animals included remains of opossum, rabbit, 
squirrel, and rat. Though this feature showed a higher percentage of cattle to swine, the presence 
of domestic chicken as well as multiple wild animals suggests that like the Burdicks, the Kittles 
and/or Siders were taking advantage of their local environment and the food that was available 
rather than only adhering to a preferred dietary pattern. 
 C. Comparisons to Louisa McWorter Site 
 When all three of these sites within the town boundary of New Philadelphia are 
compared, several patterns become evident. All three represent the remains of domestic home 
sites or farmsteads, all have similarities in their artifact assemblages, and all three follow similar 
dietary trends despite having slight differences in faunal assemblages. These similarities are 
relevant to this study because they point to a larger issue of community and social structures. The 
idea that several families with differing demographic backgrounds may end up with very similar 
material assemblages seems counterintuitive. It may seem that when the individuals purchasing 
and using the goods are different and experience the consumer market and surrounding social 
structures in varying ways, these differences should be noticeable within the material they leave 
behind.  
 The three sites all show evidence of a relative lack of high-priced goods. There are few 
matching ceramic items in any of the assemblages, nor do a great number of the ceramic artifacts 
have decorative techniques which would have made them more expensive to purchase. Both of 
these patterns in the ceramic assemblages would have indicated, if present, a larger amount of 
money being spent on ceramic dishware, which can indicate a higher economic status. This 
common finding suggests that the people living in New Philadelphia likely had a similar 
economic background. This common financial situation would have allowed for the necessities 
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of life and some ‘luxury’ goods, but their incomes would not have provided the ability to spend 
extra income on items of a higher decorative quality. It is possible that investing in decorative 
table wares was also simply not a priority for the McWorters or other families in New 
Philadelphia. They may have preferred to invest their money elsewhere, such as in land or 
agricultural equipment (Bell 2000; Friedlander 1991; Hahn 1983; Henretta 1978; Walsh 1988), 
but, lacking personal correspondence, there is little evidence to back up either idea.  
 The faunal assemblages from the three sites do show some differences which can be 
attributed to regional dietary preferences, but they are linked by the variety of foods consumed. 
The Burdick and McWorter home sites, with their larger percentage of swine, tend toward the 
regional diet of the Upland South. The Kittle/Sidner home site, however, had a larger percentage 
of cattle, which is the hallmark of the Northern diet. Though the dominant meat source varies 
among the sites, all three did have both cattle and swine remains present, so none of the families 
were completely avoiding the other main source of domesticated meat. This, combined with the 
presence of multiple wild animal species at all three sites, suggests that the families were linked 
by their overall food acquisition strategy. Though each family likely had a preferred diet, they 
did not appear to be holding to it at the exclusion of other available resources. The tendency to 
exploit multiple sources of food suggests that the families were all under similar stresses in terms 
of availability of resources as well as financial access to them.  
 Another link between the sites is the presence of goods from several places across the 
country and abroad. Inhabitants of the town were able to not only purchase goods at local stores, 
but also may have been able to tap into the international consumer market through mail-order 
catalogs. This process allowed for greater choices in materials and possibly the ability to find 
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cheapest prices, and would have allowed inhabitants of New Philadelphia to keep up with social 
trends more easily if they so desired.  
 The above discussion provided the main points of comparison between Louisa 
McWorter’s material assemblage and that of the Burdick and Kittle/Sidner families. These 
similarities lay the groundwork for a more theoretical and broader perspective discussion about 
the social structure in the New Philadelphia community and the ongoing processes of race and 
gender that were occurring there. Despite previously held notions that differing identities or 
demographics may lead to differing material assemblages, the similarities between these three 
sites in a small rural town on the Illinois frontier suggest that this may not always be the case.  
IV. Interpretation of Historical Archaeological Research at the Louisa McWorter Site  
Based on similar studies of consumer choices and material acquisition patterns (Mullins 
1999a; 1999b), it was initially hypothesized that the material assemblages recovered from the 
various household sites within New Philadelphia would show different patterning. Similar to 
what was found in Mullins’ studies of African-American communities in Annapolis, Maryland, it 
was hypothesized that the material assemblage from Louisa’s family would show noticeable 
differences from the assemblages of the European-American inhabitants of the town. It was also 
considered that the home site of Louisa McWorter may show noticeable artifact patterning 
variations when compared with other households in town headed by men.  
 The above ideas were formed into research questions, such as: 1) would there be 
noticeable pattern differences between households of differing race; 2) would there be noticeable 
pattern differences between households varying in the gender of their head; 3) if such patterns 
were evident, at what points did the assemblages differ; and 4) could this patterning be applied to 
other historic archaeological sites? The results of the excavation and artifact analysis provided 
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somewhat unexpected answers to these questions, as it became apparent during data analysis that 
there were not many large differences between the material assemblages of the three households 
analyzed for this project.  
After the data analysis revealed there to be few notable differences between the three 
assemblages, these research questions were rephrased to reflect the state of the data set. Since 
few differences were found, the first two questions had negative answers and the second two 
questions no longer applied. The research questions were reformatted to ask: 1) why are the 
assemblages of different demographic groups so similar; 2) what can be extrapolated about the 
New Philadelphia community based on the similarity of their material assemblages; and 3) what 
does the one major difference between the assemblages (percentage of stoneware) point out 
about Louisa McWorter? 
The three assemblages analyzed in this study were created by families of differing 
demographics, as discussed above. However, the overall comparison of the artifacts revealed 
surprisingly few differences among them when compared, as suggested in the first research 
question. The similarities found were: patterns of food resource exploitation as shown in the 
variety of faunal remains; artifacts sourced from locations throughout the United States and 
abroad found within all three assemblages; similar value of mass-marketed goods such as 
earthenware dishes; a relative lack of matched sets of earthenware dishes; and the presence of 
comparable personal items such as buttons and buckles as well as household hardware such as 
nails, hinges, and tools. The discovery of these patterns between all three households led to the 
question of why three demographically different households would produce similar material 
assemblages.  
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The next research question builds on the first by furthering the inquiry into the 
similarities. If a theory can be proposed on why the assemblages of all three households were 
similar, perhaps that reason could also reveal some larger truth about the New Philadelphia 
community as a whole and the social interactions that we have so little evidence of in historic 
documents. More information about the interactions between the inhabitants of the town could 
bring to light ideas of racial dynamics, gender ideologies, and other aspects of sociality. 
The third and final research question addresses the one instance where the three material 
assemblages were not largely similar: the abundance of stoneware in Louisa McWorter’s 
assemblage. Stoneware accounted for approximately 50% of McWorter’s ceramic assemblage, 
higher than the 25-30% stoneware found in the other two households. It is possible this is due to 
one or more activities undertaken at the house, such as storing more food in stoneware containers 
for her large family, preserving/storing food for other members of the McWorter family or other 
community members (including the suggestion from oral histories that the McWorter family may 
have been supplying the Underground Railroad escapees with supplies), or she may have been 
preserving excess food to take to market to sell for additional household income. It is also 
possible, though less likely, that Louisa’s household may have had a greater percentage of 
stoneware due to a practice of re-use or simply not throwing things away often, though there has 
been no material or historical evidence of this type of re-use recovered to date. 
Though this difference in ceramic patterning is an important one, and one that will be 
discussed further in the following chapter, the overall comparison of the artifact assemblages 
reveals three households who were living in similar economic classes, eating similar foods, and 
using or purchasing similar material goods from local stores or from catalogs. These three 
households, varying by race, region of origin, and gender of the head of household show more 
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similarities than differences in their assemblages, which is in contrast to studies such as Mullins’ 
(1999a; 1999b) wherein urban households of varying demographics had markedly different 
material patterning. Mullins suggested that African-American families were purchasing more 
brand name goods or ordering items from non-local catalogs, likely in an attempt to thwart the 
racism of local shop owners who may have been inflating prices or selling inferior quality goods.  
This urban material pattern is not seen at New Philadelphia, however. The three 
households in the study, chosen because of the high degree of certainty as to their residents, do 
not show noticeable differences in material which could considered to be caused by racial or 
gendered differences. This suggests a different social ideology may have been prevailing in rural 
areas than in urban areas, one that resulted in residents of New Philadelphia living a very similar 
lifestyle. It is possible, then, that racial and gender differences were experienced in different 
ways in rural areas than they were in urban areas.  
Perhaps the necessity of living in a farming community requires interactions with 
neighbors that one may not need to rely on as much in urban areas. This different type of 
community could have created an environment of acceptance by necessity, where certain 
idealized societal roles for varying genders or races were not strictly obeyed. Necessity of 
survival and needing a great deal of labor to maintain a farm likely dictated non-conformity to 
these idealized notions of what members or races or genders should and should not do. The 
larger theoretical implications of these ideas are further discussed in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 7: 
CONCLUSION 
 
This project contributes to the broader discourse on consumer choice throughout rural 
America, by providing a case study for analyzing the intersections of gender and material 
consumption among minority populations. Women throughout the United States maintained 
degrees of social capital and power, although these accomplishments are frequently obscured in 
the historical record by the predominantly androcentric perspectives through which past records 
were created. Analyzing the presence and actions of women and acknowledging their role as 
active agents in their own lives provides some of the often-absent female perspective in socio-
economic structures of the past.  
By examining market trends, gender roles, and identity construction at New Philadelphia, 
this project contributes to greater knowledge in several academic fields. Through a comparative 
analysis and interpretation of the material culture of multiple households within the town, a 
broader picture of local and regional market networks emerges. Furthermore, this analysis 
provides valuable socio-economic class information about the residents, demonstrated through 
the approximate cost of the objects (not just ceramics, as prices vary greatly depending on type, 
decoration, vessel shape, and age of the object) purchased by the families and related data 
provided by documentary evidence on each household, including land holdings.  The intersection 
of gender roles and consumer choices provides information on the ideas of identity each 
individual or family held. Additionally, this intersection provides information on the methods by 
which they went about constructing or supporting these ideas through their material 
consumption. 
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 The investigation of gender and racial influences on the choices of consumable material 
goods in this project contributes significantly to the New Philadelphia Archaeology Program’s 
primary research goals: 1) to understand the town’s founding and development as an integrated 
town; 2) to explore and contrast dietary patterns among households of different ethnic and 
regional backgrounds by examining faunal and botanical remains; 3) to reconstruct the 
townscape and town lot uses of households from different ethnic backgrounds using botanical 
data and archaeological landscape features; and 4) to elucidate the consumer choices residents of 
different ethnic and regional backgrounds made in a frontier context and understand how 
household choices changed with increased connections to distant markets and changing 
perceptions of racism (Fennell et al. 2009; Shackel et al. 2004). 
 As mentioned in the previous chapter, the initial research questions were altered in light 
of analysis of excavated data after the original questions were found to be invalid. The modified 
questions ask: 1) why are the assemblages of different demographic groups so similar, 2) what 
can be extrapolated about the New Philadelphia community based on the similarity of their 
material assemblages, and 3) what does the one major difference among the assemblages point 
out about Louisa McWorter? These questions focus on the similarities discovered among the 
three analyzed households, instead of discussing their expected differences with respect to their 
recovered material assemblages.  
These differences in material assemblages were expected based on previous research 
conducted by Paul Mullins on urban African-American communities in 19th-century Annapolis, 
Maryland (Mullins 1999a; 1999b; 1999c). He found that African Americans in the studied 
households were employing various consumer tactics in an effort to avoid racism on the part of 
store owners or potential trading partners. These methods then resulted in an abundance of brand 
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name products to be found in their recovered assemblages. Utilization of brand name products 
over non-brand products would have provided some assurance of quality and fixity of prices. It 
was initially theorized that similar patterns of material acquisition may have been observable at 
New Philadelphia, where the town’s store owner was of European descent and potentially 
possessed similar racist tendencies as white shop owners in Annapolis. 
However, the data revealed by this dissertation and in the earlier study performed by Paul 
Shackel (2011), reveal that the consumers in New Philadelphia were purchasing and using 
generally the same material goods irrespective of differences in their demographics. Most of the 
major trends from the excavated assemblages are similar, such as access to regional, national, 
and international markets and the exploitation of local food resources despite potential regional 
dietary preferences. Additionally, all households had refined earthenwares in their assemblages, 
but lacked many expensive varieties as well as large matching sets of earthenware dishes. All 
household assemblages also contained patent or mass-marketed medicine bottles, indicating 
access to and participation in a larger mass-market of health goods. 
One variation that was found among the three households’ material assemblages was a 
larger percentage of stoneware storage or utilitarian vessels present in the home of Louisa 
McWorter. This may be a result of several courses of action taken by McWorter and her family. 
Louisa may have been storing large amounts of food for her growing immediate family, 
preserving and storing food for other McWorter extended family members, or they may have 
been using the sale of preserved food as an additional income source. This difference, though 
important on its own, does not discount the otherwise considerable similarity among all three 
households within New Philadelphia. The remainder of this chapter posits the broader meaning 
and impact of these findings, and then ends with a discussion of the future of the New 
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Philadelphia site, including direction for future research building upon this analysis, and its 
possible implications and uses for other research in related fields of study. 
I. The Louisa McWorter Site in Multi-Scalar Contexts 
 
 The excavation of the Louisa McWorter site yielded a significant number of artifacts, 
bringing with them several unexpected conclusions and raising additional questions. The 
discovery that the assemblage excavated from the remains of Louisa’s cellar very closely 
matched those of other identified households in town reframed the research questions for this 
study, as detailed above. Those questions are answered in this section and are placed within a 
larger scope of research on similar topics throughout the United States. 
 During the analysis of the excavated materials from the Louisa McWorter site, it became 
apparent that her material culture matched that of other households in town in the major factors 
of comparison. As discussed in detail in Chapter 6, all three home sites yielded similar recovered 
artifacts within the fields of: presence of artifact types and materials; approximate price or cost 
of various items; low prevalence of matched sets of dishware; the use of patent medicines; and 
exploitation of available food resources. This unexpected discovery led to a question concerning 
why this commonality was found at this site but not in other (urban) areas. Moreover the 
question of what this commonality says about the individuals and families who were using those 
items was raised.  
 The relative similarity in material culture patterning suggests that the residents of New 
Philadelphia were experiencing similar economic and material pressures in terms of acquisition, 
use, and discard of purchased or crafted items. Based on the similarity in cost of the recovered 
items, it seems that most families in the town were in a similar economic class in terms of 
available income to spend on material goods. This follows data from census records that suggest 
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most New Philadelphia community members were farmers participating in the animal and/or 
crop markets.  
 The presence of mass-marketed and mass-produced goods also implies that all three 
households had access to the national and international consumer markets, and were not just 
confined to purchases manufactured or created locally. Medicine bottles were found within the 
assemblages of all three households, the vast majority of those identified having been 
manufactured outside of the state of Illinois. Comparison of the types of mass-produced glass 
and ceramic eating and drinking vessels among the households also revealed similar market 
access, likely from local stores receiving shipments and catalog orders coming in from across the 
country.  
As suggested in Shackel’s previous study, the compared earthenwares bore relatively 
fashionable patterns for the period (Shackel 2011:154), though not many matching vessels were 
found throughout the analyzed assemblages. The absence of multiple matching vessels does 
suggest the lack of large matching sets within the households. Though matching sets of refined 
earthenware would likely have been well cared for, it is expected that over a multi-year 
occupation of a home site at least a few pieces of the set would end up in the discard or trash 
pile. Matching sets of refined earthenware table settings could have been acquired during the 
period of occupation for the households (Shackel 2011:155), so it may be that a lack of matched 
sets was a conscious choice made by the families. Perhaps matched sets were not seen as 
necessary by the households, or perhaps mismatched pieces were cheaper to acquire from local 
stores or catalogs, and the families’ dishware needs were more affordably met in this way. 
The patterns found on refined earthenwares and the forms of the vessels vary somewhat 
among the three compared households, but overall there remains little clear difference in the 
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usage patterns between African American and European American, or female-headed and male-
headed households. Nor is there a difference in material usage evident between households 
originating from Northern states and those from Southern states. The only difference evident 
between households is with respect to their different regional origins as indicated by slight 
differences in faunal remains, suggesting varying dietary preferences, detailed in the previous 
chapter (Chapter 6). 
 The material assemblages for the compared three households do vary slightly, but with 
one exception, households of varying demographics at New Philadelphia display no clear 
difference in material goods. Shackel came to a similar conclusion within his previous study, 
concluding that “…there is no clear pattern of different uses between African-American and 
European-American sites…What is clear is that all of these households have access to the 
marketplace. They are all buying the most fashionable goods, although not necessarily adhering 
to all the rules in a consumer society, such as buying and using matched sets of dishes and tea 
wares (Shackel 2011:156).” Both Shackel’s broad framed study and the more specified study 
conducted here support the notion that the relative economic conditions for households within 
New Philadelphia from the 1840s through the 1880s were similar despite differences in 
demographics such as race or gender.  
 However, a similarity in economic income and the resulting material purchases does not 
mean that the inhabitants of New Philadelphia would have experienced the market economy in 
the same manner, nor does it support an idea of equality in other aspects of life. Shackel suggests 
through his research that the similarity of consumer goods supports the idea that the community 
did not necessarily develop in bounded and isolated ethnic groups (Shackel 2011:156). This is 
further supported by the lack of evidence for physical segregation of houses within the town. 
181 
 
However, as with the similarity of consumer goods, a lack of physical segregation of houses or 
physical violence toward the African-American community members does not suggest a 
completely equal experience along the frontier in Southern Illinois. The town’s cemeteries and 
early schools, after all, were racially segregated. An absence of some differences in the 
archaeological data cannot be assumed to mean an absence of differences in the identity or 
experiences of those who owned or used those items in the past (Leone, LaRoche, and Babiarz 
2005:583; Orser 2007:69).  
 There remains some supporting archaeological evidence for the idea of differing social 
experiences in the form of the one outlier in the comparison of the material assemblages: the 
differing ratios of stoneware to refined earthenwares. Louisa McWorter’s home site showed a 
larger percentage of stoneware found within her assemblage as compared to the other two 
households. This nearly 50%  split of recovered ceramic sherds between stoneware and 
earthenware varies from the other two households’ pattern of roughly 25-30% stoneware, a 
pattern that is more common for other rural homesteads (Mazrim 2008:152). This variation could 
be due to one of several activities undertaken at the McWorter home such as salting or other 
long-term storage of food or due to a greater volume of utilitarian dishes needed for cooking 
larger amounts of food.  
Louisa and her family may have been storing large amounts of food in stoneware 
containers, preserving or storing food for other members of the extended McWorter family, or 
may have been preserving excess food and farm products through home industry to sell at 
market. These three activities provide possible reasons for the larger amount of stoneware 
excavated from the McWorter site. This does not, however, mean that the other two households 
would not have engaged in these activities, as they were fairly typical for frontier and rural 
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families, but the McWorters seem to be performing these tasks more often or on a larger scale, 
resulting in the larger percentage of stoneware present in their assemblage. 
This outlier from the rest of the data sets, though potentially explained by various aspects 
of home industry, could also suggest a differing social experience for the McWorter family as 
African Americans on the frontier. Though the outward appearance of the material culture of 
each of three households was equal, and though there were not any documented incidents of 
racially-motivated violence, this does not suggest that racism was not experienced by Louisa and 
the rest of her family while living in New Philadelphia. It is possible that this greater-than-other-
families amount of home industry, both for sale and for personal or family use, was one of the 
ways that Louisa and her family dealt with the potentially unequal market economy in the area.  
 The suggestion of racial inequality places New Philadelphia and its inhabitants within the 
larger discussion on racial experiences across differing geographical areas in the United States. 
The fact that the McWorters were able to live in a state with restrictive Black Code laws before 
and after the Civil War and still maintain an economic status closely similar to that of their 
European-American neighbors does set the town apart from urban areas where such relative 
equality was rare. However, this comparative equality of material possessions and economic 
experience does not mean the social and community experiences of African Americans in this 
region would have been equal to their white neighbors.  
 Concurrent with this idea of differences in racial equality is a similar model centering 
around variations in social experiences based on gender. Just as Louisa McWorter’s household 
items are similar to other households in New Philadelphia belonging to European-American 
families, her items are similar when compared using the gender of the head of household as a 
main factor. Louisa’s experience as an African-American widow who was the head of her 
183 
 
household would have differed greatly from the married white men who were the heads of 
household in the two comparative sites discussed in the previous chapter. However, like the 
racial differences and potential racism discussed above, a difference in social experiences 
through sexism would not necessarily be reflected in the material culture left behind.  
 These comparisons help to point out some of the social structures that were being played 
out in various areas throughout the 19th century. It is important to remember that the African-
American experience or the female experience would not have been monolithic, static entities, 
but encounters that would vary greatly based on location, age, economic class, perceived racial 
identity, performed gender roles, and education. Similarly, the ideal notion of ‘separate spheres’ 
for male and female genders is one that is often applied wholesale to the past, ignoring the actual 
lived experiences of the majority of the population.  
This household structure of a woman who controlled the domestic sphere of the home 
and never went outside its walls or a man who existed in the public sphere and ruled the home 
without having much say in domestic affairs was one that was not economically or socially 
feasible for most. This type of strict gender segregation of tasks was most often found among 
white, upper-class, urban families. An economic structure where only one gender was 
‘permitted’ to work outside the home was simply not the reality for the majority of non-white, 
non-upper class families who relied on multiple incomes and the labor of multiple family 
members to support the household (Spencer-Wood 2006; Teague and Davidson 2011:87). 
 One relevant example of this trend is the fact that many women contributed to farm labor, 
performing what were traditionally considered ‘male’ jobs. There may have been the ideal notion 
that work should be separated by gender, but the realities of necessary tasks on a farm led to both 
genders performing work that would have been socially considered in the domain of the other 
184 
 
(Gilchrist 1999:43; Stine 1991:496). Some farm tasks such as home industry production of goods  
such as butter, cheese, molasses also tended to blur the line between public and private spheres 
(Wall 1999:104; Hendon 2006; Spencer-Wood 2006:70-72; Yentsch 1991:135). Goods would 
have been produced at home and then taken to market or sold to neighboring farms. Women and 
men both performed necessary tasks inside and outside of the home in order to ensure their 
economic stability and the survival of their families (Chapman and Company 1880:349; 
Dunaway 2001:3). This pattern of fluidity in tasks was likely the case for Louisa McWorter and 
her family, sharing chores in order to complete all the necessary work. This contrasts with the 
pervasive social ideal of the period wherein both genders had delineated, engendered tasks they 
were societally expected to perform. 
 The stark contrast between similarities in material culture and differences in social 
experience comprises the major thesis of this study: that urban and rural geographical areas can 
lead to two demographically similar groups having vastly different social and community 
experiences. An African-American population in an urban environment, while undergoing 
similar social and economic pressures as a rural African-American population, may show 
noticeable differences in material culture than the rural group due to differences in the 
construction of that social environment (Lightfoot and Martinez 1995:485). Though both groups 
would have experienced at least some amount of racial discrimination in the 19th century, those 
social situations would have been at least slightly different due to the underlying foundation of 
the community.  
 The importance of rural versus urban location is not a factor that is always noted when 
discussing the historical experiences of various groups. However, this geographic divide can 
separate vastly different communities, economies, and socio-cultural norms. Even if similar 
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societal pressures, such as racism or sexism, are being applied to a rural and an urban 
community, the manner in which they play out and the consequences of these actions can vary 
greatly. Social relations between neighbors of different races, for instance, would look different 
depending on the urban or rural location due to the social and economic realities of that location. 
In a rural 19th century community, especially along the frontier, the majority of people were 
farmers, supporting their families’ immediate food and shelter needs from their land, selling 
crops or livestock for profit. This type of subsistence lifestyle, one dependent almost entirely on 
weather and natural phenomena, creates a culture wherein one is almost required to rely on their 
neighbor for assistance. This labor-sharing was typically reciprocal, creating a social 
environment where these families had to rely on their neighbors, no matter if they differed in 
race, gender, age, religion, or ethnicity.  
 In an urban social environment, though neighbors may be spatially closer together, they 
do not always require each other for survival to the extent of rural communities. An economy 
based on business or industrial pursuits relies less heavily on the weather, seasonal changes, and 
the ‘bad luck’ of natural disasters. Many persons living in cities were not immediately reliant on 
neighbors for labor assistance, as most of the tasks required for city living do not necessitate 
multiple individuals to perform. This created a more segregated social network, one in which you 
may know and occasionally help your neighbors, but you were likely not interconnected with 
them on a level that required them for your own survival on occasion.  
 These social structures are evidenced by only slight differences in material assemblages 
in New Philadelphia, a frontier farming community, but are supported by more noticeable 
material differences between African-American and European-American neighborhoods in large 
urban areas. This difference is most notably discussed by Paul Mullins through his work in 
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Annapolis, Maryland (Mullins 1999a; 1999b; 1999c). Noticeable variances in patterns of item 
acquisition, from food to decorative pieces, speak to a social structure that constrains material 
purchasing strategies and preferences of the members of the analyzed African-American 
community. These variances may not be as noticeable at New Philadelphia because the 
inhabitants of the small farming community were under different types of social and racialized 
pressures than their urban counterparts. Racism would definitely have been present in the New 
Philadelphia community, but it seems to not have been as overt or as formal a part of the de facto 
social structure.  
 When comparing gendered and racialized roles, actions, or structures of the past, it is 
important to reference a place’s location on the landscape and its correlated social and cultural 
norms. The importance and effects of a rural or urban environment is often overlooked, or rural 
areas are simply assumed to have had the same structures, same problems, same patterns of 
material life, and same social experiences as their urban counterparts. The urban social norm or 
social ideal is too often assumed to equal the actual lived experience of all and, as shown at New 
Philadelphia, the rural experience frequently does not match that of the urban.  
The African-American experience, the female experience, and other demographic 
perspectives cannot be seen as one static, universal lens through which the lives of all in that 
particular group can be viewed. As shown in this study, geographic region can affect social and 
cultural experiences, which in turn result in variations in patterns seen in excavated material 
assemblages. Even when similar social conditions may be applicable in multiple areas, such as 
racism or sexism, they can be lived and felt in diverse ways, creating patterns within excavated 
artifact assemblages that may not be visible through historic documents. 
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II. The Future of the New Philadelphia Site 
 Though the National Science Foundation-funded field schools are no longer ongoing, 
archaeological and historical investigation at New Philadelphia continues. Future excavations are 
likely, through one of the several universities participating in the New Philadelphia Archaeology 
Project and historical research continues both through the project historian and descendant 
family members. The non-profit New Philadelphia Association, comprised of local residents, 
descendant family members, project researchers, and other interested parties continues to raise 
money for the purchase of the land from private owners as well as furthering efforts for public 
interpretation of the site. The Archaeological Conservancy has also purchased a portion of the 
site, comprising most of the north-central portion of the town, in order to assist in preserving the 
site for future education and research. 
 Several recent additions at the town site have made the area more informative and open 
to visitors: a marked walking trail with interpretive signage and a program using smartphones 
and tablets to project three-dimensional representations of some town buildings onto the live 
landscape. The walking trail (Figure 7.1) creates a path around some of the known home and 
shop sites within the town and provides information about the history and archaeology at each 
point. The tour begins with an informational kiosk near the main entrance to the town site, with 
signage displaying short histories of the town, the McWorter family, and presenting some of the 
archaeological and historical data that has been recovered to date.  
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Figure 7.1. Map of walking trail (outlined in green), new informational kiosk (red square), points of interest  
along the trail (yellow squares), and extant cabins on site (brown oval).  
(Image credit: New Philadelphia Association) 
 
 The current walking trail informational pamphlet, provided in Appendix A, is available at 
the New Philadelphia site to guide visitors around the old town site and to provide some 
additional information at each stop along the trail. The newly-implemented interactive program 
uses smart phones or tablet devices and provides a more visual interpretation of what the town 
may have looked like at some of the stops along the trail. Using archaeological and historical 
information gathered from the project’s years of research, an artist interpreted the appearances of 
several of the town buildings within a three-dimensional modeling program. These images are 
‘projected’ onto the landscape of the town site when using the Google Play application on 
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wireless devices, allowing a visitor to experience the possible scale and appearance of Louisa 
McWorter’s house (Figures 7.2 and 7.3), the town’s schoolhouse, and other buildings within the 
town.  
 
 
Figure 7.2. Artist’s 3D rendering of the Louisa McWorter home and adjacent well, based on historical  
and archaeological evidence. (Image credit: Jon Amakawa) 
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Figure 7.3. Side view of 3D rendering of Louisa McWorter’s home, showing the possible lean-to kitchen in the back, 
suggested by archaeological and historical evidence. (Image credit Jon Amakawa) 
 
 In addition to these new site features for public interpretation, there is an ongoing 
movement to expand the site’s national exposure and availability. The members of the New 
Philadelphia Archaeology Project, the New Philadelphia Association, and multiple descendant 
family members, with the support of several Congressmen and Senators, have been pushing 
requests through Congress to secure National Park Service funds for a feasibility survey of the 
site. This survey is the first step in the process of the New Philadelphia site becoming a National 
Park, which has long been a goal of both the Project and the Association.  
The funds for this study were recently approved, which has begun the process of 
investigation into the site becoming a part of the National Park Service system. This approval 
would bring a broader recognition for the importance of the site, one that marks pre-
emancipation efforts of free African Americans to survive and thrive in a period of history where 
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their story is not traditionally told. This status for the site would also likely bring with it support 
and funding for additional seasons of excavation and further historical research. 
III. Directions for Future Research 
 
 These results, as discussed above, contribute to a larger study of gender, racial, and socio-
economic class differences between rural and urban spaces. This study fills a gap in geographic 
focus in previous research by showing that racialization and gendered practices were likely 
functioning differently in rural areas than they were in urban neighborhoods. This idea could 
potentially be applied to other rural communities throughout the country, providing recognition 
for the differing social processes dependent on geographic region.  
 New Philadelphia is ripe for further research, as are the larger subject areas of gender, 
race, economic class, and their intersections. The foundational material of this study could be 
expanded on, if, for instance, store records were located for area merchants during the period of 
New Philadelphia’s prime occupation. These records could provide more detailed information 
about material purchases made by residents as well as whom in the family was doing the 
purchasing. It may also provide more information about the general availability of materials in 
the area, which may answer more questions on the origin of various material goods excavated 
from New Philadelphia. 
 The main thesis of this study could be tested further through research and excavation of 
other rural, free African-American sites during the same time period. Comparing multiple other 
sites of a similar nature with New Philadelphia could test the ideas presented in this study and 
potentially discover patterns of social interactions or material consumption. It would be 
interesting to see if the trend of similar material culture patterning continues throughout free 
African-American town sites on the frontier, and possibly even into some urban areas. 
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 Another data point that needs to be tested further in the future is the high percentage of 
stoneware found within Louisa McWorter’s cellar feature. This pattern does not fit with many 
other frontier farmstead sites, including those other home sites within New Philadelphia 
discussed above. Instead of the seemingly typical pattern of roughly 2/3 earthenware to 1/3 
stoneware ceramic artifacts, Louisa’s assemblage was almost exactly ½ of each type. It is 
acknowledged that this difference, though unlikely, may be the result of recovery bias. However, 
it would bear more excavation within the cellar feature to be certain, which is not possible at this 
time due to NPAP’s excavation regulations. If the remainder of the cellar is excavated in the 
future, this proposal may need to be revisited. 
Though this difference is notable within the other known and excavated home sites 
within the town, it may follow from future comparative research that this pattern is common in 
other areas of the frontier, or perhaps can be matched to a presence of home industry or some 
demographic aspect of a family such as race or gender. The discovery and excavation of other 
rural sites similar to Louisa McWorter’s homestead and New Philadelphia would aid in this type 
of comparative study. At the time of this writing and within the scope of this particular project, 
no other site with matching percentages of stonewares could be found. It should be noted, 
however, that reports on such sites just may not have been found by the author, and may be 
available in the ‘grey literature’ of Cultural Resource Management (CRM) company records. 
Finally, any future research done with the New Philadelphia collections or performed at 
the site needs to continue the strong emphasis on public archaeology that the project began with. 
Public and stakeholder involvement and support with ongoing research is crucial to the future 
development and preservation of the site itself. The furthering of the story of this town and its 
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inhabitants is important not only to descendant family and local community members, but also to 
the history of the state of Illinois and the country as a whole.  
New Philadelphia represents an important historical incidence of free African-American 
families surviving on their own terms in an area of their choosing, and living in apparent relative 
equality and peace with their neighbors. Though the area would not have been completely devoid 
of racism or racially-motivated actions, the mere existence of the racially integrated town and the 
relative similarity of the excavated material assemblages suggests that the community members 
lived in a state of relative equality not often seen in other areas during the same time period.  
 The site of New Philadelphia is also important to the history of the country because it 
focuses not on enslavement of African Americans but on freedom and independence. The town 
is one of a growing number of projects undertaken by archaeologists to move away from the old 
paradigm of studying the institution of slavery and its conditions and toward a new focus on sites 
highlighting African Americans as independent agents. This movement in historical archaeology 
has helped to shift the focus in the study of African-American history from one mostly about the 
period of enslavement, oppression, and racism to one of freedom and resistance (Leone, 
LaRoche, and Babiarz 2005:590).  
New Philadelphia adds an important piece to this newly emergent image of the 
experiences of free African Americans by showcasing farming families participating in rural 
community life. The presence and contributions of these individuals on the rural frontiers of the 
United States is often overlooked though they are an important piece of history. Furthering 
studies at New Philadelphia and adding its stories to those from other free African-American 
sites can expand the knowledge of the minority experience in this country’s past.  
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APPENDIX A: 
SELF-GUIDED TOUR PAMPHLET 
A Walk Through 
New Philadelphia 
 
Self-guided tour 
 
 
 
Welcome to New Philadelphia, the first town in the United States  
founded by an African American. 
 
This short trail will take you through the heart of New Philadelphia. The original 
town plat of 1836 consisted of 144 lots in 20 blocks. The town grew slowly, with only 
three families living here in 1845. The population peaked between 1855 and 1865, 
when about fifteen families lived here at any given time. 
 
Life was always changing at New Philadelphia. The town was a haven for escaping slaves, for 
newly freed people, for the widows and orphans of the Civil War. New people moved in from 
New England, Ohio and Kentucky. Others moved out to seek better lives in the West. The 
community survived for more than 100 years, dispersing after World War II when the school 
closed and many families moved to cities. This tour focuses on the middle of the 19th century,  
when New Philadelphia was in its heyday. 
 
Please help protect this archaeological site by staying on the path. 
 
Beware of snakes, ticks and other wildlife. 
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1. Free Frank and Free Lucy McWorter came to Illinois in 1830, bringing with them four of their 
seven children. Their son Solomon and eldest daughters, Juda and Sarah, remained in bondage in 
Kentucky. Solomon's freedom was purchased in 1835. Free Frank platted New Philadelphia the 
following year, in hopes that the sale of lots would fund the purchase of his daughters' freedom. 
By this time, Juda and Sarah had children of their own, and they too lived in slavery. 
 
2. You are standing in the oldest part of the town. To the west was the home and workshop of 
Spaulding Burdick. One of the first residents, he was a shoemaker from Rhode Island, who lived 
here with his second wife, Ann Hadsell, and their children. In 1850, Burdick was one of at least 
five men in the township who made and mended shoes. He was raised in an era when many New 
England farmers supplemented their incomes by making shoes. While residing in New 
Philadelphia, he farmed 40 acres and kept horses, milk cows, pigs and beef. 
 
3. John Bixler was also an early resident. While living in Kentucky in 1824, Bixler freed his 
slave, Kezia Clark, and her one-year-old daughter, Louisa. Bixler and Clark left Kentucky, 
settling in Indiana, Illinois and Missouri, before coming to New Philadelphia in the early 1840s. 
Bixler and Clark each purchased one lot in New Philadelphia, and Clark also owned an 80-acre 
farm east of town. Bixler's home was between where you are standing and the cabins to the east. 
 
Now turn east and follow King Street. You are near the place where archaeologists 
discovered traces of 19th -century wagon ruts down King Street. 
 
4. Settlement of New Philadelphia accelerated in the late 1840s. One promising new settler was 
Rev. Christopher Sanborn Luce. Like Spaulding Burdick, Luce was a Yankee shoemaker, but he 
was also a Free Will Baptist preacher and taught school. Free Frank contracted with Luce to 
build a seminary that would also serve as a church. Luce and McWorter built a school house, and 
Luce became the first postmaster, but when he failed to build the seminary, the two men sued 
each other, and Luce left town. New Philadelphia never had a church building, so services 
continued to be held in the school house. 
 
5. You are in the approximate center of Block 8. This was the hub of the community in the mid-
19th century. Rev. Luce lived here and kept the post office. The school house that Rev. Luce and 
Free Frank built served the town until 1874, when a new building was erected northeast of town. 
By the 20th century, Block 8 was devoid of buildings and was known as "the park." 
 
6. You are facing Main Street and looking south toward Block 13, where Louisa Clark 
McWorter’s house stood. The daughter of Kezia Clark, Louisa married Free Frank McWorter's 
son Squire in 1843. Louisa and Squire built this house about 1847 and lived here with their four 
children until Squire's death in 1855. Louisa, her children and her mother moved to Quincy for 
several years, during which time the house disappeared from the tax rolls. Archaeologists, 
digging to the lowest level below the house, discovered a layer of ash, suggesting the house 
burned in the late 1850s. Louisa returned to New Philadelphia after the Civil War and rebuilt her 
home. The most highly valued tax property and probably the only two-story structure, Louisa 
McWorter's house was the most imposing building in New Philadelphia. When Louisa 
McWorter died in 1883, she was the owner of two farms and 17 lots in New Philadelphia. 
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7. Before turning onto Ann Street, take a moment to survey the rolling landscape. Most of the 
blocks before you were never developed; possibly they were too low and swampy. To the 
southeast, across the fields and nestled in the woods, is the McWorter family cemetery. Here lie 
Free Frank and Free Lucy McWorter and all of their children: Juda, Sarah, Young Frank, 
Solomon, Squire, Commodore and Lucy Ann. The cemetery is not open to the public, as it is 
only accessible through private property. 
 
As you turn north to walk up Ann Street, notice that ahead of you are cabins, trees and rock 
walls. Although the town was carefully laid out with lots, streets and alleys, the 19th-century 
residents ignored many of these invisible lines. They sometimes discovered that their houses 
intruded onto lanes or their neighbor's lot. 
 
8. Martin and George Kimbro bought the old schoolhouse, and researchers speculate they moved 
it across the road to Block 9, the only property they ever owned. Originally named Martin Van 
Buren and George Washington, the brothers were born in Missouri, enslaved to the Kimbrough 
family. During the Civil War, they joined the 5th Heavy Artillery Regiment of U.S. Colored 
Troops. After the war, they came to Pike County, where they made their living as farm laborers. 
They are buried in the McWorter cemetery. 
 
9. These three buildings are not original to New Philadelphia. However, they stood in Pike 
County in the same era and they have interesting histories. Rescued by the landowner and placed 
over surviving New Philadelphia foundations, they protect the foundations, while giving us an 
idea of what the early buildings here might have looked like.  
 
Do not leave the path! 
The buildings are fragile and not able to withstand visitors. 
 
10. As you rejoin the outbound path, look across the blacktop to the place where Free Frank 
McWorter's house stood. Most of what you see to the north of town belonged to the McWorter 
family well into the 20th century. Born in slavery in South Carolina at the time of the 
Revolutionary War, Frank McWorter worked all of his life to free himself, his wife, his children 
and grandchildren. By the time he died in 1854, all of his children were free, but grandchildren 
remained in bondage and he left provision in his will for the struggle to continue to free them. 
Free Lucy McWorter lived on the farm until her death in 1870, at the age of 99. 
 
11. Beyond Frank McWorter's farm, the railroad runs diagonally across the township. When the 
railroad was built in 1869, it stopped in Hadley Station, less than three quarters of a mile to the 
northwest. Some researchers argue that the Hannibal and Naples Railroad, based in the former 
slave state of Missouri, deliberately bypassed this partly African-American community. Others 
point out that Hadley Station was so close to New Philadelphia that it made no difference to the 
surrounding community, that it was on McWorter property, and that the route avoided low-lying 
flood-prone areas. 
 
12. A blacksmith's shop operated near the blacktop road until about 1915. Many farmers, 
including Frank McWorter, had some blacksmithing tools and skills, but they also relied on 
professional smiths to make and repair iron objects for use on the farm and in the home. A trivet 
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with a heart-shaped handle found in Louisa Clark McWorter's house could have been made by 
either her brother, Alexander Clark, or her son, Squire McWorter, Jr., both of whom were 
blacksmiths. 
 
13. We have returned to the "front door" of New Philadelphia. David A. Kittle, an Ohio native, 
operated a store here in 1850. We know that Chester Churchill, the founder of Kinderhook, was 
licensed to sell goods in New Philadelphia in the 1830s and that some kind of country store 
survived into the 20th century. The New Philadelphia community also traded in Barry, Pittsfield 
and Griggsville. 
 
Thank you for touring the site of New Philadelphia. Please visit our website to see how you 
can help preserve this important archaeological site and the memory of Free Frank 
McWorter's achievements: 
 
www.newphiladelphiail.org 
 
 
 
 
 
Bust of Free Frank McWorter 
Sculpted by Shirley McWorter Moss 
